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REPORT OF THE SPECIAL COMMITTEE TO INVESTIGATE THE 
CONDUCT OF THE EXCISE BOARD OF THE DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA. 



To the Senate of the United States: 

We, the committee appointed by the President of the Senate to 
investigate the conduct of the excise bpard in the administration of 
the excise law of the District of Colmnbia, respectfully report as 
follows: 

The resolution authorizing this committee was passed in the fol- 
lowing terms: 

[S. Res. 522.] 

^Eesohed, That the flpecM committee apjMiiited by the Presidmit of the Senate to 
investigate Uie conduct of the excise board is hereby further authorized to investieate 
fuUy into the manner in which the excise law, so called, is being administered in 
the i)istrict of Columbia, and said committee is hereby authorized to send for persons 
and papers, to administer oaths, to compel the attendance of witnesses, to employ 
stenographers to rex>ort such hearing as may be had at a rate not to exceed |1 per 
printed pace. The expense of sudi hearings shall be paid out of the contingent 
expenses of the Senate, upon vouchers to be approved by the chairman of the said 
special committee. Tlie said committee is also authorized to sit during the sessions 
d the Senate. 

We have examined many witnesses and submit herewith a tran* 
script of the evidence we have taken. 

We have also made personal investigations of various premises in 
controversy. 

1. We find that the present excise board was appelated to admin- 
ister what is commonly known as the Jones- Works excise liquor law 
of the District of Columbia, which became effective July 1, 1913, and 
that said board was originally composed of Joseph C. Sheehy, chair- 
man; Robert G. Smith, and Henry S. Baker. Mr. Sheehjr resigned 
from the board early ui 1914 and was succeeded as chairman by 
Mr. Robert G. Smithy who remaios chairman. Cotter T. Bride was 
appointed to the vacancy thus occasioned and is now a member of 
the board. 

2. We find that the excise board in administering the excise law 
has adopted certain rules which in many instances change the sub- 
stance and letter of the law. 

(a) The law as to hotels is as follows: 

Hereafter no Ucense shall be issued to a hotel having less than 50 bedrooms for 
guests, nor to any hotel the character of which, or tiie doaracter of the proprietor or 
manager of which, is shown to be objectionable to said board. 

The rule adopted by the board in the administration of this clause 
of the law is as follows : 

Sbc. 2. No license shall be issued to a hotel, as mchf having less than 50 bedrooms 
for guests. 

▼n 
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Vni EXCISE BOABD OF THE DISTBIOT OF COLUMBIA. 

As the result of this unauthorized change of the law by the board, 
several hotels with less than 60 bedrooms for guests have been 
granted licenses for the sale of intoxicating liquors. The board 
granted these hotels licenses under the name of restaurants. The 
fact remains, however, that they are licensed as hotels by the Dis- 
trict government, and are not entitled to liquor licenses under the 
true spmt and purpose of the law. 

(6) The law provides: 

That no license shall be granted for any saloon or barroom on any side of any sqiiare, 
block, or tract of land where less than fifty per centum of the foot frontage, not includ- 
ing saloons or hotels and clubs haying barroom licenses under this section, is used for 
business purposes. 

In this connection the board adopted the following rule: 

Sec. 6. Spinning November first, nineteen hundred and fourteen, no barroom 
license shall be granted on any side oi a street where less than fifty per centum of the 
foot frcmtage between intersecting streets, excluding the part of buildings wherein 
barroom licenses are held, is used for business purposes; Provided, That this reitriction 
shall not apply to hoteh and cliLbs. 

This proviso is not in the law and is wholly imauthorized. 
Under it, however, the board has Ucensed a number of hotels and 
clubs on sides of squares or blocks with less than 60 per cent of 
the foot frontage used for business purposes. 

Licenses for barrooms have been given to hotels or clubs where the 
hotel or club is the only business on the side of the square in which 
the same is located, and where the district is wholly residential. 

(c) The law provides: 

That no mjiK)r under the age of eighteen yeaj» shall be allowed to enter or be per- 
mitted to remain in any place where intoxicating liquors are sold, other than a hotel, 
restaurant, or club. 

The rule of the board on this subject is as follows: 

Sec. 18. Minors under the age of eighteen may «nter a wholesale liquor store in a 
case where the licensee also sells merchandise other than intoxicating liquids, and 
wh^re the intoxicating liquors are carried in stock and sold in a section of the store set 
apart for that purpose by a railing: Provided , That no minor under the age of eighteen 
shall be permitted to enter the place so set a^art: And provided further ^ That no intoxi- 
cating liquors shall be sold, given away, or in any way disposed of to a minor. 

This rule permits minors to enter stores where intoxicating Uquors 
are sold, contrary to the express provision and real intent of the law. 

(d) The law provides: 

No licensee under this section shall sell, give away, or dispense any intoxicating 
liquors to any person between the hours of one o'clock a. m. and seven o'clock a. m., 
nor on Sundays, or Inauguration Day; and between said hours, and on Sundays, and 
Inauguration Bay every barroom or other place whwe intoxicating liquors are sold 
shall be kept closed. 

The rule of the board is as follows: 

p Sec. 18 (a). For the purpose of cleaning up and doing other necessary work licensed 
ptremises may be entered or occupied by hcensees and their regular employees between 
six forty-five o'clock a. m. and seven o'clock a. m., except on Sundays and Inaugura- 
tion Day; and between the hoxirs of ten o'clock a. m. ana twelve o'clock noon on Bun- 
days and Inauguration Day: Provided, That neither said licensees nor their employees 
Etall drink, sell, give away, or dispense any intoxicating liquors during the times 
mentioned. 

Members of your committee saw a number of individuals in several 
saloons during the two-hour Sunday period permitted hj the board 
for cleaning-up purposes, and in several saloons during this time saw 
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EXOISB BOABD OF THB DI8TBICT OF COLUMBIA. DC 

men who were apparently bartenders, dressed as if for dispensing 
liquors, and from one saloon came two or three yomig men dressed 
in business clothes. 

(e) In secti(m 20 (b) of €he rules the board has added what is in 
effect a complete new section of the law as follows: 

Sec. 20 (6). Except in case of the death of a licensee, any person or persMiB duly 
authonzed by the mipreme Court of the District of Columbia' may, irith the comsent 
in writing of the excise board, conduct the business of a licensee for a period of not 
exceeding sixty days. In such cases posting of the licensed premises shall not be 
required. 

This gives express authority for receivers, trustees, and other repre- 
sentative9 of licensees appointed by the Supreme Court of the District 
of Columbia to conduct tne business of a hcensee, for which no provi- 
sion whatever is made in the excise law. 

3. The law places the maximum limit upon the number of bar- 
room licenses at 300, but it gives to the excise board the discretion 
to license any smaller number it jnay see fit to permit. The board 
has not exercised its discretion for a smaller nimiber. The testimony 
shows that it is the intention of the board to keep the mmiber at 
300, thereby adopting the construction most favorable to the saloons. 

4. The law provides: 

Nor shall any barroom licensee establish more than one bar under his license. 

This provision has been violated in two instances by permitting 
the operation of double bars imder a single Ucense — one at the comer 
of Fourteenth Street and Rhode Island Avenue and another at the 
comer of Fourteenth and U Streets. 

By the operation of a double bar we mean that in each case the 
bar was extended into two separate rooms by making about a 10-foot 
opening between the rooms and running the bar through the opening 
and on both sides of the partition separating the rooms. 

5. Thelaw also provides: 

Nor i^ovide or permit to be used more than one entrance to said barroom from the 
street * * * imless the excise board shall especially permit an extra entrance. 

Tliis provision clearly means that no more than one entrance 
shall be provided unless some special condition or reason warrants 
it; and naturaUv the board would be expected to grant but few 
such permits. According to the report of tne board, out of 39 apph- 
cations for extra entrances 38 were granted and only one refused. 

6. The law provides that: 

No saloon, barroom, or wholesale liquor business shall be licensed west of the western 
line of the fire limits as now established. 

Between the time of the passage of the law and the time it was to 
go into effect, the Commissioners of the District of Colimibia so 
changed the fire limits as to bring two saloons from prohibited terri- 
tory mto Hcense territory; and me territory changed was so small 
as to raise the unavoidable presmnption that it was made for the 
special purpose of keeping the saloons within the Ucense limits. 

Protects were filed with the board against the granting of the 
licenses to the saloons thus brought within Ucense limits, and the 
conditions were fuUy disclosed. Although it had the discretion to 
refuse these Ucenses, even though the location might be outside the 
prohibited zone, and although a plain attempt had been made to 
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X EXCISE BOARD OF THE DISTBIOT OF COLUMBIA. 

nullify the positive provision of the law, the board granted tiie 
licenses. 

7. The law provides: 

Not more than three saloons or barrooms, other than in hotels or clubs, shall be 
permitted upon one side of a street between intersecting streets. 

Contrary to this provision. of the law, four saloons are now per- 
mitted to operate on E Street between Thirteenth and Fourteenth 
Streets NW., one of the principal business sections of the city. The 
saloon on the corner of Fourteenth and E Streets, opposite the New 
WiQard Hotel, whicji is owned by Miller Bros., had been refused a 
license while its entrance was on E Street because there were three 
other saloons located on that side of the block. License was then 
applied for by Miller Bros, as fronting on Fourteenth Street, and the 
license was granted. Immediately the window fronting on Four- 
teenth Street was broken out, made into a door, the entrance on E 
Street was closed, and the board licensed the saloon although its 
location was exactly where it was before. 

8. The law provides: 

No saloon, barroom, or other place where intoxicating liquor is sold at retail shaU be 
licensed, allowed, or maintained within 300 feet of any aUeyway occupied for residence 
or of places commonly called slums, except upon the unanimous vote of aU threes 
members of said excise board. 

The plain purpose of this provision was to remove barrooms a rea- 
sonable distance, at least, from these places and |)rotect to that extent 
the poor people living in them from the baneful influences of saloons. 
The board has apparently disregarded this purpose. It has granted 
licenses in practically every instance where applied for within 300 feet 
of these places, and there are instances where there are three or four 
or more barrooms located within 300 feet of a single alley. 

9. The law provides: 

No saloon, barroom, or other place wherein intoxicating liquor is sold at retail or 
wholesale, other than hotels and clubs, shall be licensed, allowed, or maintained 
within four hundred feet of any public schoolhouse, or a now located or established 
collie or university, or within four hundred feet of any now established house of 
religious worship, measured between the nearest entrances to each by the shortest 
course of travel between such places of business and such public schoolhouse, college, 
or university, or established house of religious worship. 

The board has construed the language ''measured between the 
nearest entrances to each by the shortest course of travel'' to mean 
a square-cornered or right-angled measurement; that is, having in 
manv instances, where saloons are located within 400 feet of schools 
or places of religious worship by the shortest course of travel which 
pedestrians woiud naturally and conveniently take, resorted to the 
square-cornered measurement, thereby permitting the saloon to 
operate. However, in several instances, even by the square-cornered 
measurement the saloons are located within the prohibited dis* 
tance, particularly Graff's saloon. No. 222 Seventh Street SE., where 
by square-cornered measurement, even around a parking which he 
himself constructed evidently for the purpose of making the dis- 
tance farther, the saloon is still within 400 feet of the Eastern High 
Scho<J. 

Also at Schriner's place, 730 Fourteenth Street NW., which by 
square-cornered or otner measurements is located within 400 feet 
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of the New York Avenue Presbyterian Churcli. In one instance, at 
Mergner's place, No. 415 East Capitol Street, an iron fence was 
pennitted to be constructed across a sidewalk close to the building 
in order to throw the measurement and course of travel around the 
parking and to make the distance more than 400 feet from a pubUc 
school at No. 26 Fifth Street SE. 

Several other barrooms have been granted licenses within 400 feet 
of public schoolhouses, churches, and colleges. 

We submit herewith plats (see p. 393) made at our request by the 
District survevor, giving the measurements at the above and other 
places, and showing the distances between saloons and churches, 
schoolhouses, and colleges by the shortest course of travel to be in 
many instances less than 400 feet. 

10. In this .connection attention is called to the fact that wherever 
a building is not used exclusively for reUgious or school purposes the 
board contends that it is not a house of religious worship or a school 
or college within the meaning of the excise law. It has, therefore, in 
several mstances permitted saloons to be operated within 400 feet of 
buildings where large schools are conducted, or where large con- 
gregations carry on religious worship. 

11. We direct attention to that clause of the law which requires 
that no license shall be granted any hotel the character of which, or 
the character of the proprietor or manager of which, is shown to said 
board to be objectionable. 

The most notable instance of a violation of this clause is as follows: 
The proprietor of the Grand Hotel, which occupies Grovemment 
premises, was granted a license notwithstanding he had been con- 
victed of dispensing liquor to a minor girl, and nis hcense formerly 
canceled, ana notwithstanding it was shown he had organized a cor- 
poration which he controlled and in the name of which he was apply- 
ing for a license, and that a strong report was made against him by 
the poUce. At the hearings conducted by the board on the question 
of giving him a renewal of Ucense in October, 1914, the pohce report 
was as ifoUows: 

The manager, Edward L. Gardiner, conducts a garden in the basement of this hotel 
where they have music and singing. Dancing is allowed on a platform set aside for 
that purpose. This is a resort for street walkers and women of questionable character, 
and the result is a meeting place for men and women. In my opinion these conditions 
are objectionable, in connection with a bar, and should be eliminated. 

This police report was signed by J. L. Sprinkle, acting captain 
first precinct. 

This testimony was corroborated by Sergt. Catts, of the vice squad 
of the District poUce, both at the hearings before the excise board 
on the question of renewing Gardiner's license and before our 
committee. * 

It also developed in the testimony before our committee that cases 
are now pending against the proprietor of this hotel, Gardiner, for 
selling Uquor to a minor. 

The testimony before this committee also shows that other hotels 
were granted licenses which had been conducted in a disreputable 
manner. 

12. The excise board has refused licenses to properly conducted 
barrooms and has granted them to disreputable places in the same 
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neighborhood, over strong protests. A saloon on the north side of 
Pennsylvania Avenue had oeen carried on for many years by Mr. 
Hurdle. No complaint had been made against him. Bfe was refused 
a license, or transfer of a license, and across the street, the Philadel- 
phia House, which was clearly shown by the testimony before us to 
be a most disgraceful and disreputable resort, was granted a license. 
The testimony showed that the Philadelphia House is a place of resort 
for colored prostitutes and for men and women of questionable 
character. 

13. The law also provides: 

That the personal representative of anjr deceased licensee may within thirty days 
after the death of such licensee transfer said license in accordance with the provisions 
of this law, touching transfers of licenses. 

In violation of this provision the board permitted Mrs. Gordon to 
operate the bar of her husband long after his death, although the 
attention of the board was called to the violation of the law, and they 
did not act to prevent such violation until pressure was brought upon 
them through one of the District Commissioners, and although the 
corporation coimsel had rendered an opinion that the bar was being 
operated contrary to the law. 

14. The law provides: 

That the interior of every barroom shall at all times when selling is prohibited be 
exposed to full view from the street, without obstruction by screens, blmds, curtains, 
stamed glass, bottles, boxes, signs, or other material, except in the case of clubs 
licensed under this section and hotels having only an interior barroom, whidi fihaU 
be exposed to full view from the corridors or passageways leading to the entrance or 
entrances to such barroom. 

The committee found on a tour of personal observation that but 
little attention is paid to this provision of the law. Glass doors and 
windows are stained and are obstructed by curtains, partitions are 
frequently erected across the barroom a short distance from the 
entrance, and the only compliance with this provision of the law in 
most cases was the drawing aside for just a short distance of one 
curtain. 

15. The law provides: 

Par. 3. That the said board shall appoint a clerk at a salary of $1,500 per annxmi, 
and an inspector with police powers at a salary of $1,500 per annum. Said inspector 
shall make inspections as may be required by this section, under the orders of the 
board, and make full report oi such inspections to the board. He shall wear a badge 
indicating that he is such inspector of the excise board. 

Instead of appointing an inspector and requiring him, as contem- 
plated by the law, to inspect places of Ucense holders, the board ap- 
pointed a stenographer under the name of inspector, who does the 
stenographic work of the board and makes a stenographic record of 
the proceedings before the board, and his principal time is occupied 
by clerical work. He inspected only 130 places prior to November 
14, 1914, and has made no inspections whatever since that time. 
This oflScial testified before our committee that no orders or instruc- 
tions regarding inspections had been given him bv the board, but 
that he nas been made simply a clerk or stenographer. 

Licenses have been granted for barrooms on the sides of a square 
or block where there is no other substantial business, and in many 
cases where it is evident that there is not 60 per cent of the frontage 
used for business purposes. Plain violations of this provision have 
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hem permitted by, aUowii^.the saloan ^itranoes to be ohwiged from 
OQ^:^4fk)Of. the: square to another side of the square without any 
chmoge in ; the saloon itself or its loaatiouv 

In some instances it is apparent that buildings of a very ui^ub- 
stantial character ha,ye been constructed for the pul'pose of making 
business-frontage in order to secure a barroom license^ and the board 
has arpparecttly approyed such action by granting the Ucense. 

A frontage <x}eupied by a board fence, with a business sign on top, 
but with the ground occupied only by brick or tiling or boards or old 
barrels, or not occupied at all, has plainly been counted as frontage 
used for business purposes in order to grant a barroom hcense. 

16. We regard^t.a&B]gnjifieftnt.olit£ attitude of the board that it 
has not exercised its discretion in f ayor of the schools as against the 
saloons by refu^gliioeoises towsalooopis whichimay be.:locatod only 
a few feet beyond thjft;400rfoot liiOAt. The aotuAi diataAce. between 
the-Folk School aod theiJ^fiiniey Mwual TriEaainefScdxool.is 838.5 
feet. ch]st7a«9rcBeLP StrQeli)fromit£ei£olk Sehopl is the salooa located 
in the Hotel Thyson. In the case of this, hotel it 'is apparent that 
addiftionallrooii]^ were constructed in an attempt to comply with the 
law, and ihe board granted a license notwithstanding tne fact that 
it was just across tiie street from a public school. The Hotel Thyson 
bar fronts on Seyentii Street and can not be distinguished from an 
ordinary separate bar. 

Farther along the block, on the same side of the street with the 
Thyson Hotel is the Murray saloon, only 402.6 feet from the entrance 
to the Polk School, and 435.9 feet from tne south door of the McKinley 
Manual Training School. Immediately opposite Murray's, on the 
other side of Seventii Street, are two other barrooms. In other 
words, within approximately 400 feet of these large schools are foiu: 
saloons. This is a clear case of the exercise of a discretion in the 
interests of the saloons and against the schools. The same condition 
preyails in a number of cases as to churches. 

17. It should be stated that in practically all instances where the 
board has issued Ucenses to saloons under circmnstances that con- 
stituted a yiolation or eyasion of the true purpose or spirit of the law, 
all phases of tiie situation were brought fully to the attention of the 
board through numerous protests and representations of citizens 
before the issuance of the hcense. 

18. The committee finds no eyidence of corruption or yenality on 
the part of any member of the board, and beheyes that each member 
should be exonerated from any charge or imputation of this char- 
acter. The committee belieyes, however, that a careful and dis- 

Eassionate review of the evidence before us as to the conduct of the 
oard in the administration of the excise law shows that it has dis- 
regarded the underlying purpose of the law; that it has nullified 
its most beneficial features; and that it has encouraged and approved 
plain evasions and perversions of the law. It is the judgment of 
the committee that the board has resolved practically every doubt 
as to law or fact in the interest of the saloons. It has shown no 
proper comprehension of its duties in the execution of a law framed 
m the interest of morality and good government. The poUcy of 
the board in fostering the hquor trafiEic to the fullest extent per- 
mitted by the law, and in many instances at the expense of both 



Digitized by VjOOQIC 



XIV EXCISE BOABD OF THE DISTBIOT OF COLUMBIA. 

its spirit and its letter, is fraught with increasing danger to the 
Drals of the people of the Distnct of Columbia. 



hoalth, peace, and moi 

Dated at the city of Washington, in t^e District of Columbia, 
March 4, 1916. 

McmBis Sheppabd. 

Wm. H. Thompson. 

Wm. p. Dillin€»bam. 

W. L. Jones. 



STATEHEHT OF SEV ATOB HUGHES. 

Because of a deajbh in my family I was unable to be present at the 
hearings of the committee at which the testimony was taken. There- 
fore, I feel that in justice to the excise board, the members of which 
I belieye to be upright, honorable men, I should not giye my approyal 
to the report of the majority. 

Wm. Hughes 
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HEARINGS 

BEFORE THE SPECIAL COMMITTEE OF THE SENATE 
TO INVESTIGATE FULLY INTO THE MANNER IN 
WHICH THE EXCISE LAW. SO CALLED. IS BEING 
ADMINISTERED IN THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
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FIKST BAY. 



TUESDAY, FBBRT7ABY 28, 1016. • .\ .• / 

Special Commhtbe, 

Unttbd States Senate, 

WdsMngUm, D. O. 
The special committee met at 2 o'clock p. m., in the room of the 
Committee on Indian Affairs of the United States Senate, in tiie 
Capitol. 

present: Senators Sheppard (chairman), Thompson, Jones, and 
Dillingham. 

The Cecaibman. Gentlemen, the committee will come to order. 
With the consent of the committee a copy of the resolution author- 
izing this investigation will be here set out in the record. 
(The resolution is here printed in fuU, as follows:) 

[S. Rw. fi32.] 

Resolvedy That the special ccmimittee appointed by the Prendent ci the Senate to 
investigate the conduct of the excise board is hereby further authorized to investigate 
folly into the manner in which the excise law, so called, is beins administered in the 
District of Columbia, and said committee is hereby authorized to send for persona 
and papers, to administer oaths, to compel the attendance of witnesses, to employ 
stenographers to report such hearings as may be had at a rate not to exceed $1 per 
printed page. The expense of such hearings shall be paid out of the contingent 
expenses of the Senate, upon vouchers to be approved by the chairman of the said 
special committee. The said committee is also authorized to sit during the oessions 
of the Senate. 

Senator Jontes. Mr. Chairman, I move that if anyone except a 
member of the committee desires to ask any witness any question, 
such question shall be reduced to writing and nanded to the chairman* 

(The motion being seconded, the question was taken and the motion 
was agreed to.) 

The Chaibman. Gentlemen, I have asked Mr. Waldo C. Hibbs, the 
inspector for the excise board, to appear to-dav and testify. He is 
here, and I will ask him to take the stand ana be sworn. 

TESTIHOirT OF MB* WAIDO C. HIBBS. 

(The witness was sworn by the chairman.) 

The Ohatrman. Mr. Hibbs, state your full name and your local 
address. 

Mr. Hibbs. Waldo C. Hibbs, No. 3016 Dumbarton Avenue NW. 
The OsAiBMAN. What is your oflBlcial position ? 
Mr. Hibbs. Inspector for the excise board. 
The Chaibman. When were you appointed ? 

M018*— 8. Doc 981, 88-8 2 3 
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Mr. HiBBs. About September 4 ; early in September. I can get that 
exact date for the record later. 

The Chairman. What year ? 

Mr. HiBBS. 1913; a year ago this September. 

The Chairman. When -did the present board begin operations? 

Mr. HiBBS. About September 4. It was appointed, but there was 
some delay about gctjbing 'tile exact members, and it did not get down 
to work. .•/•/:**• •'' 

The CH^MVic'You were appointed by the board? 

Mir^J^Q^i^^. Tes, sir. 
•. The*JCHAiRMAN. What are your duties ? 

\Mr.*lliBBS. My duties are as inspector under the direction of the 
•.board to do what the board tells me to do. That is what I have 
always understood, in general. 

The Chairman. Does the law authorizing your appointment specify 
your duties? 

Mr. EbBBS. The law savs that the inspector shaQ make inspections 
by direction of the excise board. 

The Chairman. ShaQ make inspections ? 

Mr. HiBBS. Yes. 

The Chairman. Of what? 

Mr. HiBBS. Of Ucensed places. 

The Chairman. Have you been assigned any other work besides 
that of inspecting saloons? 

Mr. HiBBS. I have, sir. 

The Chairman. What work is that? 

Mr. EEiBBS. That of reporting stenographically the hearings before 
the excise board in regard to hcenses. 

The Chairman. What connection has that work with the work of 
an inspector? 

Mr. HiBBS. It was simply a part of the work that had to be done, 
in view of the great pressure the fi^t year upon the exicse board, and 
its lack of more clerical force. 

The Chairman. As a matter of fact, then, the stenographic work 
has no necessaiy relation to inspection work? 

Mr. HiBBS. Not necessarily, except as part of the record of the 
particular licensed places to which each hearing would refer. 

The Chairman. 1 understand, but the clerical work of taking down 
these hearings is really not a part of the inspection work? 

Mr. HiBBS. Not so stipulated in the law; no. 

The Chairman. How many of those hearings did you take down? 

Mr. HiBBS. I think I have the record here so far of 763 hearings, 
some lasting nearly all day, the average being an hour or an hour 
and a half or five hours. 

The Chairman. Please read the paragraph in the law there author- 
izing your appointment as inspector. 

^. HiBBs. It is paragraph 3 of the law, which reads as follows: 

Par. 3. That the said board shall appoint a clerk at a salary of $1,500 p€»r annum 
apd an inspector with poUce powers at a salary of $1,500 per annum. Said inspector 
shall make inspections as may be required by this section, under the orders of the 
board, and make full report of such inlspections to the board. He shall wear a badge 
indicating that he is such inspector of the excise board. The board shall keep a full 
record of all applications for license, of all recommendations for and remonstrances 
agamst the granting of licenses, and the actions taken thereon. 
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The Chairman. Have you your badge with you ! 

Mr. HiBBS. No, sir; I haven't it with me. 

The Chaibman. How is that? 

Mr. HiBBS. I haven't it with me to-day. 

The Chairman. What kind of a badge is that? 

Mr. EbnBBS. It is a small badge that was made some time ago, of a 

feneral shield shape; not like a policeman's badge. It is a special 
sAs^ that was made. 

The Chairman. How much of yoiu: time has been taken up in 
taking down these hearings? 

Mr. HiBBS. There have been hearings before the board for months 
at a time, every day, with lapses between, and sometimes I was all 
day at hearings, and there would be five or six hearings a day, and 
again sometimes a hearing would take all day. That is about the 
best I can say. Of course, I have been engaged on other matters, 
in routing out the inspections for the members of the board themselves 
who maoe inspections of all transfer places, and special matters that 
came up in which they wished to be particularly mformed; and they 
inspected also personally all licensed places when the time came for 
applications for renewals — ^when appucations for renewal had been 
made, I should say. They went out and inspected all places. 

The Chairman. Are you a stenographer ? 

Mr. HiBBS. Yes, fair; I will not say that I am an expert. 

The Chairman. You found all of the 130 saloons you inspected to 
be conaplying with the r^ulations and with the law? 

Mr. HiBBs. I did, so far as the law is concerned; and as to matters 
of better administration, you will find many things of that sort on the 
reports. 

The Chairman. And you were not required to inspect the remain- 
ing saloons for which you have no reports here ? 

Mr. HiBBS. No, sir; from the fact tnat it was impossible to do both. 

The Chairman. It was impossible to do the clerical work they 
assigned to you, and the inspecting work for which you were ap- 
pointed ? 

Mr. HiBBs. Yes, sir. 

Senator Thompson. You say there are 300 saloons in the city ? 

Mr. HiBBS. Known as barrooms in the law; yes, sir. 

Senator Thompson. Including barrooms in hotels and restaurants 
and places of that kind ? 

Mr. HiBBs. Oh, they have all to come imder what is called the 
barroom license. 

Senator Thompson. In that number you include everything ? 

Mr. E^BS. Yes; all except wholesale places. 

Senator Thompson. How long has that number been maintained at 
300? 

Mr. HiBBS. Since November 1. 

Senator Thompson. Since November 1 of last year ? 

Mi. Hibbs. No; this past November. The law says that beginning 
in November, 1914, there shall not be more than 300 saloons. 

Senator Thompson. Do you maintain it at that figure all the time ? 

Iifc. BiBBS. We can not go above that. 

Senator Thompson. Do you ever go below it ? 

Mr. Hibbs. There were 297 ^ranted the 1st of November, and then 
there were 3 that have been added since then. 
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Senator Thompson. It is the purpose of the board, then, to keep 
it at the maximum number ? 

Mr. HiBBB. Now, I could not answer for the board. 

Senator Thompson. That is what they seem to intend, by making 
it 300 since November. 

Mr. HiBBS. I would rather have you ask them. 

Senator Thompson. That is what they did ? 

Mr. HiBBS. They have granted up to this time 300 barroom 
Ecenses. 

Senator Thompson. If one of them should go out of business, you 
would inspect another place to see if it could go in; is that it? 

Mr. HiBBS. No; not unless application were made for it. 

Senator THOMPSON. Are there not applications now for a large 
number more? 

Mr. HiBBS. Not for originals; no, sir; only for transfers. I think 
there are about 8 applications pending for transfers. 

Senator Thompson. Your principal duty, as I imderstand it, is to 
take down the proceedings when the board is hearing on these 
applications ? 

Mr. HiBBS. Yes, sir; and any incidental clerical work. Of course 
that reaches out and includes other work. 

Senator Thompson. Have you made transcripts in any cases? 

Mr. HiBBS. I have made various transcripts. 

Senator Thompson. Have you them with you? 

Mr. HiBBs. No; I was not asked to bring them up. 

Senator Thompson. Would not the committee like to have them? 

The Chaibman. Yes; we are going to ask for them from the com- 
missioners. 

Senator Thompson. He said that he had made transcripts, and I 
thought maybe he would bring them up. You have access to themt 

Mr. HiBBS. Yes; they are part of what you call the minutes of the 
board. 

Senator Thompson. What is the principal proceeding on an 
appUcation ? 

Mr. HiBBS. The appUcation is filed in due form according to the 
provisions of the act, the place is posted for at least 15 days, all 
protestants are notified that hearing will be held, the hcensee is 
notified. 

Senator Thompson. Notified in what way ? 

Mr. HiBBS. Well, usualljr by a Uttle written notice. The hearing 
being set for a particular time they appear and the board hears the 
apphcants and those persons who are against the granting of the 
Lcense. 

Senator Thompso*N. When you make this personal inspection that 
you claim to have made in these 130 cases, what do you do ? What 
did vou do there ? 

1^. Hjbbs. I go into a place and I do not annoimce myself. I go 
into a place — and I am quite well known to all hcensees, however — 
look about and see that things are sanitary; that there is no disorder 
there; that the place is apparently being conducted in a proper 
manner, and make a few notes on a sheet of pa,per or in a book, or 
whatever I have with me, and then later transcribe it to the perma- 
nent recotd. 

Senator Thompson. Then is there a hearing afterwards on that ? 
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Mr. HiBBS. No; I do not examine the places which are proposed 
to be licensed. Tlie board does that, personally. 

Senator Thompson. That was my imderstanding of it. Then, I 
imderstood wrong t 

Mr.HiBBS. These, you understand, are the routine day-to-day 
examinations. The reports which you have in your hand are the 
reports of the routine day-to-day examinations. 

Senator Thompson, i got a wrong impression from your testi- 
mony. I thought you had examined 130 oi these places as inspector ? 

Mr. EbBBS. No; I have examined simply 130 licensed places under 
the provisions 

Senator Jones. You examined them after the Ucenses were granted 
instead of before ? 

Mr. EbBBs. After the licenses were granted. The board itself 
looked into all places where Ucenses were to be granted. 

Senator Thompson. Then you do not know anything about what 
they do? 

Mr. HiBBs. The board itself? No, sir. 

Senator Thompson. You do not have anything to do with that 
part of it, except to take down hearings ? 

Mr. HiBBs. No, sir. 

Senator Thompson. I got a wrong impression from your testimony. 

The Chaibman. As a matter of fact, most of his time has been 
taken up with stenographic work in connection with the hearings, 
when his duty as inspector would necessitate his examining these 
saloons from time to tune — the entire 300 ? 

Mr. HiBBS. Yes, sir. 

Senator Thompson. Are you the inspector who is appointed under 
paragraph 3 of the excise law ? 

Mr. HiBBs. As inspector. You notice paragraph 3 says: 

The board Bhsdl keep a full record of all applications for license, of all recommenda- 
tions for and remonstrances against the granting of licenses, and the actions taken 
thereon. 

Somebody had to do that work. 

Senator Jones. What about this clerk who is provided for at 
$1,500 a year! 

Mr. HiBBS. He has a great deal to do. 

Senator Jones. Did not he do any of that work? 

Mi. Hibbs. Incidentally, in connection with it, he did a good deal. 

Senator Jones. What has he to do ? 

1^. Hibbs. He has records to keep; he has various errands for 
the board. I think you will find he has a good deal to do. 

Senator Jones. Did he not take any of mis testimony on applica* 
tions? 

Mr. Hibbs. No, sir. 

Senator Jones. He did not take any of that? 

1^. Hibbs. No, sir. 

Senator Jones. What was he doing when all those hearings were 
being held ? 

Mr. Hibbs. There is a good deal more work than hearings going 
on in the board. 

Senator Jones. That is clerical work, is it not? 

Mr. Hibbs. Yes, sir. 
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Senator Jones. You did not understand you were to do steno- 
graphic work when you were appointed as inspector with police 
powers ? 

Mr. Hjbbs. It was found afterwards that this would have to be done. 

Senator Jones. And that the clerk they had appointed could not 
doit? 

Mr. HiBBS. There was nothing stated about appointing a clerk 
who was a stenographer, that I recall. 

Senator Jones. So that the derk they appointed could not do 
those things, anyway ? 

Mr. HiBBS. 1 ou understand that the record that was kept under 
th« old law was not a stenographic record. 

Senator Jones. I understand. 
• Mr. HiBBS. It was decided after this board came in 

Senator Jones. I understand. 

Mr. HiBBS (continuing). And after I was there, that it would be 
best to take a stenographic record, and they did that. 

Senator Jones. Why did they not have the clerk do it ? 

Mr. HiBBS. I doubt if that was — I do not know anything about 
that being in contemplation previous to that time. 

Senator Jones. They have made out of yc^ practically a clerk, 
have they not, thus far ? 

Mr. HiBBS. I have had a great deal of clerical work to do. 

Senator Jones. Yes. Now, you have not made any inspections 
since the 1st of November to see specially how these saloons were 
conducted and whether they were complying with the law, have you ? 

Mr. HiBBS. Not this year. 

Senator Jones. No. Has the board ever issued any directions to 
you with reference to that ? 

Mr. HiBBS. I have received no written instructions; no, sir. 

Senator Jones. Have you received oral instructions ? You see, 
the law says: 

Said inspector shall make inspections as may be required by this section, under the 
orders of the board, and make mil report of such inspectiono to the board. 

Have they issued any instructions to you with reference to inspect- 
ing saloons to see whether or not they were complying with the law! 

Mr. HiBBS. They have not ordered me to get out and inspect the 
saloons; no. My work has kept me there. 

Senator Jones. In the office ? 

Mr. HiBBS. A great deal. I have been out incidentally to look up 
any little matter, very often that did not require any report. 

Senator Jones. You have not gone out, however, for the specific 
work of going around with police powers to see that the saloons were 
coniplying with the law ? 

Mr. HiBBS. No, sir; except as the reports I have brought here show 
you. 

(The reports of Mr. Hibbs are here printed in full, as follows:)' 

Oppicb op the Excise Board op the District op Columbia. 

inspector's reports. 

December 5, I9I3. 
4 B. B. 1343 E NW. Emet Gerstenberg. Inspected p. m. No comment 
necessary. 

W. C. Hibbs, 
Inspector Excise Board, D, C. 



Digitized by VjOOQIC 



BXOISE BOABD OF THE DISTBICT OF COLUMBIA. 9 

Dbc. 5, 1913. 
7 B. 1331-1333 £ NW. Shoomaker Go. (Inc.). Inspected p. m. Aug. W. Noack, 
Pr. No comment necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excite Board, 2). C. 

May 28, 1914. 
B 9. Michael Morris, 3004 M NW. Mixed trade. General repairs being made; 
toilet included. Condition good. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Exdu Board, D, C. 



May 26, 1914. 
B 16. John J. Sullivan, 1331 35th NW. Toilet good. Condition excellent. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D, C, 



Dec. 10, 1913. 
26 B. B. 922 Pa. Ave. NW. Geo. J. Bessler. Inspected p. m. No comment 
necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D, C. 



Dbc. 11, 1913. 
33 B. Patrick J. O'Keefe, 904 Pa. Ave. NW. Inspection p. m. No comment 
necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D, C, 



Deo. 11, 1913. 
41 B. Chas. K. Heath (Charles Hotel). Incfpected above date. No comment 
necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D, C, 



Dec 10, 1913. 
44 B. R. Levi Woodbury, 6th and Pa. Ave. NW., St. James Hotel. Inspected 
above date. No comment necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C. 



April 9, 1914. 
48 B. 1338 14th NW. John F. Meenehan Co. Toilet to be refitted. Colored and 
white trade; continuous bar. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, v. C. 



May 26, 1914. 
B 51. George T. Harper. 3285 M NW. White trade. Toilet good. Conditions 
excellent. 

W. C. HiBBS 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C. 



May 26, 1914. 
^ B 60. Patrick F. Carr. 3605 M NW. White trade. Toilet excellent. Condi- 
tions excellent. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C. 
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Dec. 9, 1913. 
77 B. 350 Pa. Ave. NW. Michael J. Lynch. Inspected above date a. m. Licensee 
advised to have toilet painted or kalsomined. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Boards D, C. 

Fbb. 6, 1914. 
94 B. 601-3 7th NW. Myer M. Stem. Inspected. Complaint as to nuisance of 
toilet use by customers made by tenants of 637} F NW. found toilet of bar con- 
nected with public hallway of office building in which barroom situated, and was in 
effect public toilet. It was suggested to licensee that door to public hallway be kept 
closed and locked. Licensee agreed to this, admitting that toilet had become a 
public one for neighborhood, though supposed to belong to his premises. 

W. C. HlBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D, C. 



Dbc. 8, 1913. 
98 BR. R. 1312 E NW. Louis P. Costley. Inspection p. m. No comment 
necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. (7. 

' Dec. 10, 1913. 

103 B. John Fitzmorris, pres. 640 Pa. Ave. NW. Commercial Ho. Co., Inc. 
H. E. E. Inspected above date. No comment necessary. 

W. C. HiBBB, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C. 



May 15, 1914. 
B 105. Wm. Xander, 3238 M NW. Toilet in process of change. Conditions fair. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C 

Dec. 9, 1913. 
106 B. R. Edelin, Wm. J., 348 Pa. Av. NW. Inspected above date a. m. No 
comment necessary. Licensee advised as to necessity for clean toilets in barrooms. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D, C. 

Dec. 10, 1913. 
Ill B. R. Herman C. Ewajd, 604 Pa. Ave. NW. No comment necessary. Extra 
entrance granted Mar. 5, 1914. 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C. 



April 29, 1914. 
B 115. 918 9th St. NW. John D. O'Connor. No comment necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C, 



Dec. 9, 1913. 
120 B. Mades, Charles. 300 Pa. Ave. NW. Inspected above date a. m. No 
comment necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, b, C. 



May 19, 1914. 
B 124. Tim. H. O'Connor, 1217 E NW. Mixed trade. Toilet to be changed. 
Fair. Rear yard not used by licensee. Conditions there bad. H.O. notified. Condi- 
tions fair. 

W. C, HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D, (7. 
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Dec. 11, 1913. 
135 B. Hotel. 301 Pa. Av. NW. John ZirweB, Hotel Yendome. Inapected 
above date. No comment neceasary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board^ D. C. 

May 19, 1914. 
B 136. Fritz Herzog, 1115 E NW. White trade. Rest toilet excellent. Ordered 
to close one door or mSks application for E. £). Application made and E. E. granted^ 
Conditions excellent. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D, C. 

April 29, 1914. 
B 140. 1015 I, NW. Rest. Frank Endres. No comment necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board , D. C. 

April 9, 1914. 
142 B. 1917 14th St. NW. Robt. Allen. Toilet about to be moved upstairs. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C, 

Dbc^O, 1913. 
144 B. Michael M. Lyons, 906 Pa. Ave. NW. Inspected above date. No com- 
ment necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C. 

May 19, 1914. 
B 145. Wm. R. Fosbender, 406 9th NW. ConditionB excellent. 

W. 0. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C. 

Dec. 9, 1913. 
150 B. Neviaser, I. M., 215 Pa. Ave. NW. liispected above date a. m. No com- 
ment necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. (7. 

May 28, 1914. 
B 152. Francis J. Stanton, 1205 Wis. Ave. NW. Toilet suggested be refinished. 
ConditionR excellent. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C 

' April 29, 1914. 

B 154. 1412 N. Y. Ave. NW. Rest. Chas. A. Eckstein. No comment necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C. 

May 19, 1914. 
B 160. Ward Savage. 444 9th NW. Toilet good. Condition excellent. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, I). C. - 

May 26, 1914. 
B 162. Jas. W. Warden, 3603 M NW. Toilet excellent. Excellent conditions. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C, 

April 29, 1914. 
B 163. Cochran Hotel, Roea M. Cochran, 14th and K NW. cor. No comment 
necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C 
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May 28, 1914. 
B 167. Thos. F. Keliher. 1514 Wis. Ave. NW. Mixed trade. Toilet old but 
clean. Becently painted. Conditions excellent. (Question of proximity to church.) 

W. C. HlBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, JD, C, 

Dec. 5, 1913. 
171 B. R. 1411 Pa. Ave., NW. Gustav Buchholz. Inspection p. m. No com- 
ment necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, x>. C 

May 19, 1914. 
B 177 Barbara Greener, 1109 E NW. Toilet fair. Newly whitewashed. Very 
old building. Conditions fadr. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, x>. C, 

May 19, 1914. 
B188. Tobias Bush, 1110-12 E NW. Toilets to be changed. Condition poor. Old 
building. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D, C. 

Dec. 5, 1913. 

192 B. 623 G NW. John M. Kirby, pros. Metropoiltan Co. (Inc.). Inspected 
p. m. No comment necessary. 

W. C. HiBBB, 

Inspector Excise Board, D, C, 

Deo. 11, 1913. 

193 B. Hotel. 613 Pa. Ave. NW. T. A. McKee, pros. Southern Hotel Co. (Inc.). 
Inspected above date. No comment necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D, C. 

Dec. 8, 1913. 
199 B. R. 1234 Pa. Ave. NW. A. W. Hancock. Inspected p. m. Question of 
doors to be removed between front and rear rooms referred to excise board and listed 
for inspection by board. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D^C. 

May 15, 1914. 
B 204. Edward Mannix. 3059 M NW. Old building. Rear yard neat and well 
ventilated. Conditions excellent. Toilet good. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D, C. 

Deo. 8, 1913. 
206 B. John H. De Atley. 1222 Pa. Ave. NW. Res. Inspection above date 
p. m. No comment necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspertor Excise Board, D, (7. 

Dec. 5, 1913. 
212 B. R. 1313 E NW. Jas. W. Gray. Premises clean, though in an old build- 
ing. Ordered to disinfect frequently and whitewash toilet. Ordered to remove 
signs advertising venereal medicines. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C. 

Dec. 11, 1913 
214 B. 605 Pa. Ave. NW. John E. Buckey. Inspected above date. No com- 
ment necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 
Inspector Excise Board, D, C. 
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Dec. 10, 1913. 
227 BR. G. 0. Campbell, mgr. Keystone Hotel Co. 482 Pa. Ave. NW. In- 
spected above date. No comment necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, 2). C, 

Dec. 6, 1913. 
236 B. Wisconsin Ave. extended Tenleytown. Wm. H. Achterkirchen. In- 
spected a. m. No comment necessary, except that toilet is rendered damp by 
Da ground outside and walls will not hold corrective appB 



tnrough walls from ground outside and walls will not hold corrective applications, 
although they have been tried, according to the proprietor, a number of times. Ad- 
vised to use disinfectants and licensee promised to keep toilet sanitary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

^ Inspector Excise Board, 2). C. 

Dec. 9, 1913. 
242 B. Wiedeman, Joseph. 200 B NW. Inspected on above date a. m. Ad- 
vised as to necessity for cleanliness of toilet. Suggested clearing up of cellar and 
advised more ventilation b^ opemng of windows in addition to ventilation already 



advised more ventiiation by o 
existing through grating. Ord< 
NW. ?)rder for same issued. 



ered to make application for extra entrance on 2d St 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C. 



Dec. 11, 1913. 
243 B. 335 Pa. Ave. NW. Angelo A. and Frank S. Messino. Incfpected above 
date. Advised to paint toilet andl:eep same in better condition. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D, C, 

Apbil 29, 1914. 
B 245. 1219 N. Y. Ave. NW. Best. Elizabeth Atzel. No comment necessary. 

W. C. HiBBB, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C. 

May 28, 1914. 
B246. Michael V.Moran. 3011 MNW. Mixed trade. Toilet good. Conditions 
excellent. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D, C, 

May 15, 1914. 
B 252. J. F. Tennant. 3219 M NW. Conditions excellent. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, 2). C. 

Dec. 10, 1913. 
253 BR. Stephen Chaconas. 468 Pa. Ave. NW. Inspected above date. No com- 
ment necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C, 

May 15, 1914. 
B 256. Richard Cook. 3401 M NW. Advised to clean up yard. Toilet in pro- 
cess of change. Conditions good. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C. 

May 26, 1914. 
B260. Conrad Schroeter. 3326 M NW. Mixed trade. Toilet old. Building old. 
Conditions fair. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C. 

May 26, 1914. 
B264. Jos. J. Kelly. 3294 MNW. Colored trade. Toilet fair. Conditions good. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D, C, 
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Dbo. 5, 1913. 
266 BR. 1743 Pa. Ave. NW. Wm. S. and L. S. Probey. Inspected p. m. No 
comment necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D, C. 

Apeil 9, 1914. 
266 B. Capitol Construction Co. The Portner, 1453 U NW. Inspected above 
date. Toilet O. E. Side room with tables. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board,D. C. 

Dec. 8, 1913. 
275 BR. 1002 Pa. Ave. NW. T. W. Dunworth. Inspection p. m. No comment 
necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Boards D. C, 

May 19, 1914. 
B 276. Robert H. Kearney, 901 E NW. New outfit. Condition excellent. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D, C, 

May 28, 1914. 
B 279. Wm. Doyle. 1218 Wis. Ave. NW. Toilet clean. Conditions excellent. 
(Alley in rear inhabited?) 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Exciu Board, i>. C. 

April 29, 1914. 
B 280. 1001 N. Y. Ave. NW. Hugh J. McGiuness. No comment necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C, 

Dbc. 9, 1913. 
283 B. Kronheim, Jacob. 123 Pa. Ave. NW. Inspected on above date a. m. 
Toilet, tiled floor. Ordered to clean up accumulati<m of dirt in angles of floor and 
wall. Licensee's barkeeper complained of poor plumbing work as cause of seepage. 
Inspector of plumbing notified Dec. 12. 

W. C. HiBBB, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C, 

May 26, 1914. 
B 291. Ellen Gallaher. 3328 M NW. Mixed trade. Old building. Toilet old, 
IK)or. Stated inspector plumbing would give time on repairs until decision made as 
to continuimce under excise law Nov., 1914. Conditions fair. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D, C 

April 9, 1914. 
297 B. 1942-1944 14th NW. Toilet good. Ordeied to clean out refuse room. 
Goloted and white trade. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Eoccise Board, D, C 

Dbc. 11, 1913. 
301 B R. 329 Pa. Ave. NW. Chas. H. Hurdle. Inspected above date. No com- 
ment necessary, except that licensee was advised to paint toilet and warned as to 
necessity of keeping toilets in juroper condition. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C. 

Dbo. 10, 1913. 
309 B. David J. O'Connell. 636 Pa. Ave. NW. Inspected above date. No com- 
ment necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C. 
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May 26, 1914. 
B310. JdmKeady. 3314 M^NW. Mixed trade. Toilet good. Ccmditioi^ good. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Impeetar Exei$e Board, D, C. 

Afrxl 29, 1914. 
B 312. 831 14th NW. John T. Crowley. White and colored bar. Slate toilet, 
{ air condition. 

W. C. HiBBfl, 

Impeetor ExcUe Boards D. C. 

Apbil 9, 1914. 
320 B. 15th and (1426) Pa. Av. NW. Inspected above date. Ordered to make 
request for E. £. Toilet renewed 3 yean» ago; slate. Used by patrons of theater. 
Good condition. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Impeetor Excise Boardy D. C 

""""""" Deo. 8, 1913. 

326 BR R. 1216 Pa. Ave. NW. Moses H. Dade. Inspected p. m. No comment 
lacesstury. 

W. C. H1BB8, 
Inspector Excise Board, D. C. 

Dbc. 5, 1913. 
337 B. 605 15th NW. Henry A. Ldiman. Inspected p. m. No comment 
aecetsary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, V. C. 



Dbo. 9, 1913. 
344 B. 1908 Pa. Ave. NW. John Donovan. Inspected above date p. m. Licen* 
•ee advised to have toilet painted. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D, C. 

Dec. 8, 1913. 
348 B. Samuel J. Steinbeiger. 1015 D NW. Inspected p. m. above date. No 
comment necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C. 



Deo. 5, 1913. 
353 B. 1315 E NW. Louis Bush. Incfpected p. m. No comment necessary. 

W. 0. HiBBS, 

Inspect&r Excise Board, V. C. 



Dec. 12, 1913. 

355 B. 414-416 10th NW. Abraham Cohen. Incfpected above date. No comment 
necessary. 

W. C. HiBBB, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C. 



Deo. 11, 1913. 
356 B. Ralph L. Stwnhardt. 417 11th NW. R. Inspected above date. No 
comment necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C. 



Dec. 8, 1913. 
358 BR. 1004 Pa. Ave. NW. Thos. McCarthy. Inspected p. m. No comment 
necessary. 

W. C. H1BB8, 
Inspector Excise Board, D, (7. 
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May 19, 1914. 
B 359. Frank Wolf. 512 12<ii NW. White trade. Rest. Tdlet exceUent. 
Conditioiis good. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C 



April 29, 1914. 
B 362. Shoreham Hotel, J. Maury Dove, pree. NW. cor. 15th and H NW. No 
comment necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C, 



Dec. 5, 1913 
367 B. P. E. and E. A. Miller. 1349 E NW. Inspected p. m. No comment 
necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D, C. 

Deo. 9, 1913. 

378 B. 2006 I NW. Hugh F. Harvey. Inspected p. m. Pool tables in rear, not 
in use; pool balls removed. Licensee says he intends to leave tables on premises when 
he leaves the same. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, 2>. C 

Dec. 11, 1913. 

379 B. R. 311 Pa. Av. NW. Floyd A. Roman (Southern Hotel). Inspected 
above date. No comment necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, 2). C. 



Dec. 9, 1913. 
383 B. Lewis, John G. 109 Pa. Ave. NW. Inspected above date, a. m. No- 
conmient necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, v. C. 



Dec. 5, 1913. 
387 B. 1704 Pa. Ave. NW. Jas. P. McGrann. Inspected p. m. No comment, 
necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C 



Dec 10, 1913. 
393 B. R. EE. 936 Pa. Ave. NW. Carl Hammel. Inspected p. m. No comment, 
necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, 2>. C. 



May 19,1914. 
B 395. David J. Sullivan. 1200 E NW.. White trade. Old building. Toilet good;, 
advised to repaint walls. Condition good. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, 2). (7. 



Dec. 5, 1913. 
406 B. R. 1706 Pa. Ave. NW. Geo. R. McGlue. Inspected p. m. Advised re- 
moval of suggestive pictures (2 small), which was done. Question as to necessity for 
further removal of i)artition referred to excise board and listed for inspection by them.. 
Most of partition originally removed to make one room of barrooms. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C, 
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Deo. 5, 1913. 
407 B R. 1336 E NW. W. A. Engel. Inflpected p. m. No comment necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector McUe Board, D. C. 



May 15, 1914. 
B410. Patrick J. Cook, 3214 M NW. Conditions lair. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board , D. C 



April 9 1914 
413 B. 110 1st NW. See special report March 28, 1914. 

Inspector Excise Board, i>. C. 



April 9, 1914. 
419 B. 1827 14th NW. Geyer, Frederick H. No comment necessary. 

W. C* HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D, C. 



Deo. 5, 1913. 
421 B R. 1716 Pa. Ave. NW. E. C. E. Rtippert. Inspected p. m. Requested 
removal of venereal medicine cards from toilet. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C. 



April 9, -1914. 
422 B. Peck, Clarenace J. 1926 14th NW. Toilet being repaired. Colored and 
white trade. No comment necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C, 

May 19, 1914. 
B 426. Louis Hodges. 407 9th NW. EE. Condition excellent. 

W. 0. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C. 

Deo 8, 1913. 
427 B. Adolph Loehl. 1203 Pa. Ave. NW. Inspected above date p. m. No 
comment necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D, C. 

Dec. 11, 1913. 
431 B R. 451-457 Pa. Av. Hy. Achterkirchen (Hotel Fritz Reuter). Inspected 
above date. Advised to remove suggestive picture. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, 2). C. 

Dec. 5, 1913. 
, 433 B. 415 13th NW. James A. Duffy. Inspected p. m. Place in good condi- 
tion. Man sleeping in chair at table. Advised barkeeper not to permit anything of 
the kind. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C 



April 29, 1914. 
B 435. NE. cor. 15th and I NW. Bellevue Hotel. Peter Taylor, jr. No com- 
ment necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C. 
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May 15, 1914. 
B 437. Nathan Suear Rcrs. 3033 M NW. Toilet lair. Conditions fair. Plac 
•dean, but run-down old building. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Boards D, C. 



Dec. 5, 1913. 
4^0 BH. 415-417 13th NW. Sterling Hotel Co. (Inc.). Inspected p. m. T. P. 
Taylor. No comment necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D, C. 



Deo. 12, 1913. 
451 B. 405 10th NW. Wm. S. Johnson. Inspected above date. No comment 
necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C. 



Dec. 9, 1913. 
456 B. Pa. Ave. and 18th NW. Lewis Hotel Co. (Inc.). Inspected above date 
p. m. No comment necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, Z). C. 



May 19, 1914. 
B 461. J. A. Donnelly. 1219 E NW. Mixed trade. Toilet fair. Conditions 
fair. Old building. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, Z). C. 



Deo. 12, 1913. 
463 B. 407 10th NW. T. Edmund Dailey. Inspected above date. No comment 
necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

In9pecU)r Excise Board, D. C. 

May 15, 1914. 
B 467. Thos. F. O'Keefe. B. XT. Graham and J. A. Toomey, recrs. 3258 M NW. 
Oondition fair. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D, C 

May 19, 1914. 
B471. Harrington Hotel Co. (Inc.) 432 11th NW. Hotel. New building. 
Ifew fixtures. Condition excellent. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C. 



May 19,1914. 
B 466. Henry M. Marks. 1000 E NW. Rest. Toilet good. Conditions good. 
Application to l>e made for extra entrance. 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C. 

""""""" April 29, 1914. 

W 2. Morris L. Wolpe. 916 9th NW. No conmient necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C. 

Dec. 10, 1913. 
6 Wh L. Ashby W. Woodward. 610 Pa. Av., mgr. James Clark Distilling Co. 
<Inc.). Inspected p. m. No comment necessary. 

W. C. HiBBB, 

Inspector Excise Board, 2>. C 
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April 29, 1914. 
W 17. Samuel Schwarz. 1428 N. Y. Ave. NW. No comment necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Impector Excise Board, D. C, 

Dec. 5, 1913. 
25 WL. 1737 Pa. Ave. NW. Jos. Bush. Inspected p. m. No comment nec- 
essary. 

W. 0. HiBBS, 

InMpttUjT Excise Board y D. C. 

April 9, 1914. 
31 W. 1136-1137 14th NW. Grimes, Samuel Taylor. No comment necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C 

April 9, 1914. 
46 W. 1409 U NW. Sydney Guggenheim. No toilet. No comment necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C. 

May 15, 1914. 
W48. Thos. J. MoUoy. 3243 M NW. Conditions good. 

W. 0. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D, C. 

May 15, 1914. 
W53. Geoige W. Manogue, tr. as Manogue and Jones, groceries. 3150 M NW. 
Directions as to erection of railing at rear. Conditions good. Small display. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C, 

May 15, 1914. 
W54. Patrick J. Barron. 3276 MNW. Conditions good. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, i>. C. 

May 26, 1914. 
W55. Simon Grordon. 3403 M NW. Groceries. Instructed as to erectfon of 
rail. Conditions good. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, v, C. 

April 9, 1914. 
63 W. Joe. Richards Co. 1408 14th NW. No comment necessary. Rail 0. K. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C 

Dec. 13, 1913. 
, 68 W L. ^ Steam and Fawsett. 1356-1357 Wis. Ave. NW. Inspected p. m. Rail- 
ing built since stated by inspector would be necessary, instead of cabmet in front 
part of store. Railing 0. K., shutting off stock room in rear to comply with regu- 
btions. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C. 

April 9, 1914. 
69. W. 1834 14th NW. Bolcioni Paid. Brass rail 0. K. Ordered to put on suit- 
able gate. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, i>. C 

May 26, 1914. 
W81. Jos. E.Dyer. 3330 MNW. Excellent condition. In early part of June a 
fire in premises. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C, 
84513*— S. Doc. 981, 63-3 3 
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Dec. 10, 1913. 
85 WL. D. A. O^Connor. 462 Pa. Ave. NW. Inapected above date. No com- 
ment necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Impeetor Excise Boards 2). C 



Dec 10, 1913. 
86 Wh L. N. H. Shea. 632 Pa. Ave. NW. Inspected p. m. No comment nec- 
essary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C. 



May 15, J914. 
W 88. Daniel Eantor. 3249 M NW. Conditions excellent. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C. 



May 15, 1914. 
W 90. Milton Kronheim, 3218 M NW. Excellent. Very orderly arrangement. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D, C, 



Dec 10, 1913. 
92 WL. Frank Hume, pres. Frank Hume (Inc.). 454 Pa. Ave. NW. Inspec- 
tion above date. No comment necesbary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D, C. 



Apbil 29, 1914. 
. W 98. 808 9th NW. G. A. Pessagno. No comment necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C. 



Deo. 8, 1913. 
101 WL. 1200 Pa. Ave. NW. S. D. Minster. Inspection p. m. Notified to make 
application for extra entrance on D St. NW. Order issued. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D, C, 

Deo. 10, 1913. 
104 WhL. Adolph F. Sauber, tr. as Adolph F. Sauber Co. 480 La. Ave., NW. 
Inspected above date. No comment necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D, C, 



May 15, 1914. 
W 109. G. W. Offutt Co. 3209 M NW. Groceries. Directions given as to keep- 
ing gate of rail closed. Apparently heavy current business, conditions good under 
circimistances. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C. 

April 9, 1914. 
HOW. 1929 14th NW. Fernando R. Sari. Package groceries. No comment 
necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, 2). C 

May 26, 1914. 
W112. Capital Liquor Co. (Inc.). 3279-8* MNW. Conditions exceUent. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Boards D, C. 
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Senator Jones. You have not done any of that since November 1 

Mr. HiBBS. Not since November. We had 523 hearings to writs 
up for this last year. 

Senator Jones. Yes; I understand that. I do not understand that 
was your duty as inspector imder the law, though apparently that i% 
what they have made your duties to be. Did you not imderstani 
when you were appointed inspector under the law that it was largely 
your auty to see that saloons were complying with the law as aa 
inspector ? 

Mr. HiBBs. Under the orders of the board? 

Senator Jones. Yes, certainly; but the board has not issued any 
orders as a matter of fact, and since the 1st of November you have 
not been making any investigations to see whether they were coin- 
plying with the law or not ? 

Mr. Htbbs. No, not this year — this license year — I have not. 

The Chairman. Did they ever ask you to inspect conditions m. 
the saloon in the Hotel Grand ? 

Mr. Hibbs. No; they have not. 

The CHAntMAN. Did they ever ask you to inspect the conduct of 
the Hotel Ebbitt in the conducting of its bar and the serving of 
liquors 1 

Mr. Hibbs. They have not. 

The Chairman. Or the Tremont ? 

Mr. Hibbs. No, sir. 

The Chairman. Have they directed you to investigate the charges 
regarding certain saloons being on nonbusiness streets or in residence 
districts? 

Mr. Hibbs. No, sir; that I do not beUeve is a part or my labors. 
That would be a judgment of the board itself. 

The Chairman. But they have not asked you to do that with any 
infection? 

Mr. HtcBBS. No, sir. 

The Chairman. Have you examined at any time conditions ie 
Jackson Alley ? 

Mr. Htbbs. I have not. 

The Chairman. Or have you examined conditions in Wylie 
Court? 

Mr. Hibbs. No, sir. 

The Chairman. Or in Snow Court ? 

Mr. Hibbs. No, sir. Those things are brought out by testimony 
at hearings when applications for hcenses in such neighborhoods are 
made. 

The Chairman. I understand, but facts may afterwards develop 
to show those alleys have become such unfit places that saloons shatt 
not operate within a certain distance of them, under the spirit of the 
law. 

Mr. Hibbs. The board, as I understand, has examined all loca- 
tions where there have been applications for transfer or license^ 
particularly 

The Chairman. I am not asking you about that. I am askii^ 
you about the examination of conditions after licenses are granted. 

Mr. Hibbs. No, sir. 

The Chairman. Do you know anything about the so-called jug 
trade ia the residence districts in connection with the so-called whole- 
sale saloons ? 
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Mr. HiBBs. I do not. 

The Chairman. Do you know anything about whether the 
saloons — any of the saloons — are violating the regulations with 
reference to obscene pictiu'es ? 

Mr. HiBBS. In aU cases where I had noticed any picture that 
was suggestive — I did not notice any obscene pictiu^es, as I recall — ^I 
have suggested to the licensee that he remove it, and in aU cases that 
has been done. 

The Chairman. You have made no observations, however, of that 
character, since November ? 

Mr. HiBBS. No. I know that the board itself ordered out numbers 
of pictures, especially in cases where they were large pictures or 
costly — ^had cost the owner some money — and 

The Chairman. The law requires saloons on Sundays and hoUdays 
to have all screens removed from their windows. Have you made any 
investigation of that since November ? 

Mr. HiBBS. I have not. The poUce are particularly interested in 
that. 

Senator Jones. Why do you suppose the law gave you police 
powers if it did not. expect you to see whether the law was oeing 
violated or not ? 

Mr. HiBBS. In the event of any occasion to exercise those powers. 

Senator Jones. How would you know whether you had any occa- 
sion to exercise them if you did not make some investigation or some 
inspection ? As I understand your position, you understand you are 
not to make these inspections except upon the order of the board; is 
that correct ? 

Mr. HiBBS. That is what I imderstood. 

Senator Jones. And they have not issued any orders to you ? 

Mr. HiBBS. They have not done so. 

Senator Dillingham. I have had handed to me what purports to be 
inspection reports, in which I see the phrase is commonly used, **No 
comment necessary." What does that mean? 

Mr. HiBBS. That means where there was nothing noted out of the 
way or necessary to be referred to in the report. 

The Chairman. I beUeve that is all now, Mr. Hibbs. 

Mr. Hibbs. I hope that I have answered to your satisfaction. 

(The witness was thereupon excused.) 

The Chairman. Gentlemen of the committee, I wish at this point 
to put into the record a copy of a letter addressed to the district surveyor 
asking him to measure the distances between certain saloons and houses 
of worship, pubhc schoolhouses, colleges, and universities, following 
the shortest course of travel, the shortest course a person would walk 
from the entrance over a pubUc right of way. A Ust of saloons, which 
I have riven him, embodies a hst that was presented by Senator 
Jones in nis speech in the Senate the other day,, the speech which led 
to the motion for this investigation. The district surveyor is now 
at work on that matter, and in order to have the record complete a 
copy of my letter to him will be inserted at this point. 

(The letter above referred to by the chairman is here printed in full, 
as follows:) 

February 22, 1915. 

My Dear Sir: You are hereby requested by the Excise Investigation Committee of 
the United States Senate to measure the distances in feet between the saloons and 
houses of religious worship, public schoolhouses, colleges, and universities mentioned 



Digitized by VjOOQIC 



EXCISE BOABD OP THE DISTBIOT OP COLUMBIA. 28 

below, following the shortest course a person may walk from entrance to entrance over 
a public right of way. In measuring between entrances you will please use ttie entrance 
in the saloons nearest the houses mentioned and the entrance m the said houses the 
nearest to the saloons: 

John J. Allen, 807 North Capitol Street, St. Alovsius Church. 

Michael Daly, 1319 Seventh Street NW., Church of the Immaculate Conception. 

John D. O'Connor, 918 Ninth Street NW., College of Pharmacy. 

August H. Plugge, 1317 Seventh Street NW., Church of the Inmiaculate Conception. 

John J. Brosnan, 506 Four-and-a-half Street NW., Jewish church on E Street. 

James J. O'Donnell, 333 Pennsylvania Avenue SE., Metropolitan Presbyterian 
Church. 

Patrick J. McDonald, 643 Pennsylvania Avenue SE., Wallach Public School. 

John J. Graff, 222 Seventh Street SE., Eastern High School. 

W. J. & Jeremiah Costello, 600 G Street NW., Greek Catholic Church. 

Margaret Casey, 114 H Street NW., public school. 

John T. O'Day, 921 Ninth Street NW., College of Pharmacy. 

John F. Schriner, 730 Fourteenth Street NW., New York Avenue Church. 

Mary T. Schulz, 607 G Street NW., Greek Church. 

John F. Killeen, 1314 Wisconsin Avenue, Methodist Episcopal Church. 

Ohas. H. Morris, 2029 K Street NW., Stevens Public School. 

Robt. H. Snook, 825 Seventh Street NW., Calvary Baptist Church. 

Frank C. Poch, 900 Four-and-a-half Street SW., public schoolhouse. 

Hugh F. Harvey, 1913 Pennsylvania Avenue NW., Union Methodist Episcopal 
Churdi. 

John E. Mergner, 415 East Capitol Street SE., public school. 

John J. Daley, 306 Sixth Street NW., Central Union Mission. 

Luther H. McMillen, 1421 G Street NW., Success Shorthand School, Temple Busi- 
ness School. 

♦Frank L. Ash, 1330 Twentynsighth Street NW. 

♦Eugene T. Lyddane, 1422 Wisconsin Avenue. 

♦Lawrence A. McCormick, 327 Pennsylvania Avenue SE. 

♦Henry S. Byrd & Martin J. Bany, 521 G Street NW. 

♦Wm. Hannan, 1519 Seventeeth Street NW. 

With respect to the last five locations marked (♦), wholesale places, give nearest dis- 
tance as above to nearest church, scbool, or collie. 
Yours, very truly, 

CTudrman Investigation Committee. 
Mr. M. C. Hazen, 

District Surveyor^ Washington^ D. C. 

(For reply to this letter see p. 391.) 

(At 2 p. m. the committee took a recess mitil 4 o'clock p. m.) 

AFTEB RECESS. 

The committee reassembled, pursuant to the taking of the recess, 
at 4 o'clock p. m. 

Present: Senators Sheppard (chairman), Thompson, and Jones. 

The Chairman. I will msert in the record at this point a statement 
from the excise board replying to certain charges that have been 
made in connection with the administration of their duties. 

(The statement referred to is here printed in full, as follows:) 

Statement by the Excise Boaed poe the District op Columbia. 

February 3, 1915. 

In obedience to yoiu* summons, the members of the excise board rejport for suck 
examination as you may see fit to make, under resolution of the United States Senate, 
to investigate the conduct of the excise board, and the manner in which the excise 
law has been administered, etc. 

The three members composing the excise board originally were appointed by the 
President and confirmed by the United States Senate, and took oath of office on or 
about September 4, 1913, in pursuance of the law known as the excise law, approved 
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Hftrdi 4, 1913. On April 15, 1914, one of these members resigned and another ap- 
ipkilee took office on April 16, 1914, and the board as then composed has continued 
» existence. 

The board adopted and promulgated in the first weeks of its existence rules and 
Rgulations, from time to time slightly amended, as a basis for its procedure. The 
Mard was to administer the excise law, as is customajry with all laws, in the interests 
•f the people. The board has never been generally informed, nor has it understood, 
tiiat the excise law was enacted and given to it to execute in the interest of any par- 
tieular class of citizens or industry, but th&t it was a common law to be put into force 
and administered carefully and dfutifully for the best interests of all the people it 
affected. 

li considers that its status is the same in a certain respect as that of the excise board 
acting under authority of the ^ccise law which governed the District of Columbia 
kai&ediately precedir^ the time when the present law took effect. In an opinion 
^liv^ed in 1899. in the case of Fitzgerald v. O'Leary, equity No. 20,698, Mr. Justice 
Barnard said: ^'By the statute in this District Confess has created a quasi-judicial 
tribunal, and given it exclusive jurisdiction in the matter of regulating the sale of 
intoxicating liquors. It is charged with the duty of determining who shall be allowed 
t» sell, and the place within certain limits where the business shall be carried on. 
Wnless Lt shall exceed its jurisdiction, or act contrary to the proper limitations of the 
statute, all citizens are boimd to accept its decisions in this matter of police regula- 
tion as final." The present excise board believes that these words of the learned 
fofidee apply with equal force to its standing imderthe present law. 

The board has endeavored to the best of its ability and intelligence to follow out 
tbal intention, and its members do not beUeve that it has failed in any particular of a 
fedthful and fearless performance of its duty, and cheerfully submits itself to the 
#icamTTiation of this committee in order that there may be removed from its escutcheon 
tiie stain of charges, based upon what it believes to be misinformation, that might 
farev^ unjustly mar the future lives of each and every one of its members. 

It has been charged that paragraph 2 of the excise law has been violated in that 
Metises have been grsaited by the excise board within the prohibited distance from 
public schoolhouses, or now established collies or imiversities or houses of religious 
v<»Bhip. 

TSie excise board studied carefully this provision of the law, with a due regard for the 
sacredness of its responsibility, and the humair and property rights to be affected. 
Ifeaoioght the guidance of such rules and regulations as oore upon the subject at hand 
ITie full membership of the board visited every situation that was presented by an 
•Plication for license and personally measured the distance, wherever doubt existed, 
ft[> assure itself of the degree of proximity of the proposed barroom to any prohibited 
^tablishment, and it believes that in no case has tne law on this subject been violated. 

In the measurements which the board made with a view to enforcing the section 
laeferred to, it was governed to a great extent, if not fully, by the laws and regulations 
■elating to street iJaffic issued by the Commissioners of the District of Columbia and 
smoided to July 14, 1914. Section 40 (b) reads: "Pedestrians should avoid inter- 
ference with traffic, and to this end should not step from the sidewalk without first 
EK&:ing to see what is approaching; should cross the street at a right angle, preferably 
at a regular crossing at the end of a block, and where a traffic policeman is stationed, 
wait for his signal." And section 40 (c) reads: "Pedestrians on sidewalks should 
Eeep to the right and when stopping should not obstruct a crossing nor an entrance to 
m building. ' ' For violation of these provisions it is said in section 41 that * ' any person 
violating any provision of this section of this article, shall, on conviction thereof, be 
ll>aiiish^ by a fine of not less than one dollar nor more than forty dollars for each 
offense." 

Qoiee the board thought it was eminently proper to follow out in its measurements 
Hie-'^shortest course of travel '* which the law marks out. The board in order to be just 
feUbwed that rule of right angle measurement, and believes that in every case where 
ficense was granted the distance from a public schoolhouse, college or university, or 
iouse of religious worship, exceeds the legal requirement of 400 feet. 

In Ae case of Fitzgerald v. O'Leary, cited above, Mr. Justice Barnard said: "Where 
tfieze are two or more ways which may be fairly adopted for measuring the shortest 
course of travel between uie nearest entrance to the saloon, and the nearest entrance 
tt> the schoolhouse, one of which will show the distance to be four hundred feet or more 
and ihe excise board has decided that way to be the proper one to adopt, its judgment 
m that respect will be conclusive and final." 

The board thinks that the rule of right angle measurements, after tiie provision of the 
^affic law, is certainly one that "maybe fairly adopted" for the purpose set forth in 
Ite present excise law. 
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The board would again invite attention to the words of Justice Barnard : '^ In a case 
where there could be no question or room for construction as to the shortest course of 
travel, or the way the line should be run, and the distance must necessarily be less 
than four hundred feet, and notwithstanding which the board had granted a license, 
and thereby clearly violated the statute, I think there would be a remedy in the 
courts.'* The excise law is comparatively new. Some of its provisions, and these 
important ones, did not take effect until November 1, 1914, a short three months ago. 
The board is at a loss to understand why those who are dissatisfied with the manner 
in which the law has been administered, and who hold that licenses have been 
ill^Uy granted in some instances, have not taken those cases to court, where the 
vahdity of their contention may be affirmed or denied. 

It will be noted that the law provides for the exclusion of barrooms the entrances 
to which are not located more than 400 feet "by the shortest course of travel" from 
the entrance to a "public schoolhouse.*' Now, what is a "schoolhouse "? The quo- 
tation is from Webster's Dictionary. It is a "house appropriated for the use of schools 
or for instruction.*' According to the same authority, "appropriated" means "set 
apart for or assigned to a particular use, to the exclusion of all other uses.'* A school- 
house, then, Is a house set apart for or assigned for the use of instruction, to the exclu- 
sion of all other uses. 

In like fashion the excise law forbids locating barrooms within 400 feet of "houses 
of religious worship.'* The board wishes to invite attention to the fact that in the 
proposed substitute for Senate amendment No. 132 to the District of Columbia appro- 
priation bill providing an excise law (p. 4), the phrase "place of religious worship*' 
was stricken out and the words "now established house of religious worship" substi- 
tuted. Surely, the intention of Congress was clear on this particular point. The 
board is convinced that such places of religious worship as are located in buildings a 
great part of which are occupied for purposes other than religious, were not compre- 
hended by the phrase, "house of religious worship.** 

Paragraph 2 of the excise law required the board to "make such rules and regula- 
tions for carrying into effect this section as it shall deem requisite and proper.** The 
board has attempted, imder that authority, to give consideration to what it thinks 
was the intention of Congress when it enacted the present law. Although Congress 
did not specify that paragraph 2, subsection 7, should not apply to hotels and clubs, 
the excise board in its honest judgment did not believe that it was intended to exclude 
such clubs as the Metropolitan, Army and Navy, University, Commercial, nor hotels 
such as the Gordon, Cairo, Bellevue, and others. 

Hence in forming its rules and regulations the board pi'ovided (sec. 6), which reads: 

"Sec. 6. Beginning November 6, 1914, no barroom license shall be granted on any 
side of any street where less than fifty per centum of tiie foot frontage oetween inter- 
secting streets, excluding the parts of buildings wherein barroom licenses are held, is 
used tor business purposes: Provided, That this restriction shall not apply to hotels 
and clubs.** 

If, in extending protection from the restriction of 50 per cent business frontage, in 
places where these establishments are located, the board is subject to criticism, the 
action was certainly without solicitation from anyone, directiy or indirectly, and only 
in the belief by the board that it was for the public weal. The same may be said, in 
passing, as to any other rule and regulation. 

It has been charged against the board that it has violated the spirit of the provision 
of the law (par. 2) which provides that "No saloon, barroom, or other place where 
intoxicating liquor is sold at retail shall be licensed, allowed, or maintained within 
three hunored feet of any alleyway occupied for residences or of places commonly 
called slums; except, upon the unanimous vote of all three members of said excise 
board." In its investigations the board visited each of the situations where alleyways 
were in proximity to proposed locations, and where it was possible in the consideration 
of the law and the rights of all persons concerned it exercised unanimously the duty 

S]2uced upon it by the law to the best of its ability, and believes that while alley con- 
itions may not be as ideal as is desired by some of our citizens, they have been mate- 
rially improved and are improving. 

As to the granting of licenses witnin the extended fire-line limits, the board believes 
that in granting licenses to the two places affected^ with the provision that such 
licenses should be subject to the action of the court m the cases pending in relation 
thereto, it performed its sworn duty in the premises. Of course, the board did not 
have to grant these licenses. It need not have granted any license. But it wishes to 
be just. The two citizens to whom these licenses were eranted were entitled, as are 
all others, to the best official service the board can give tnem under the law. 

The b(^uxl has been criticised for not adhering more strictly to the reports of the 
police department. Paragraph 2 of the excise law provides that the board "may 
require a report by the chief of police, and the action of said board shall be final and 
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conclusive.'* In this the board has followed the law faithfully, has received a report 
in each case of application for transfer, renewal, or new license, and endeavored to give 
proper weight to the police report in consideration of all the circumstances, as pro- 
duced at the healing in each case. 

As to the necessity for. the appearance of attorneys, representing applicants for 
license, the board, so far as it is concerned^ does not feel the need to be apparent, but 
perceives that the presence at each hearing of the prosecuting attorney, employed 
by the Anti-Saloon League, might influence an applicant to secure an attorney's 
services. 

In this connection, the board is |)leased to submit the following list, which indicates 
just what attorneys and representatives appeared before it during the hearings on appli- 
cations for barroom licenses for the present license year, the number of cases entrusted 
to each by applicants, and their (^position in the decisions of the board. 

There were 409 sucn hearings conducted before the board just prior to November 1, 
1914, and three since that date. Mr. Albert E. Shoemaker, attorney for the Anti- 
Saloon League, appeared in every case as the opponent of the applicants. The latter 
were represented before the board in these cases as follows: 



Name. 


Cases. 


Granted. 


Refused. 


Name. 


Cases. 


Granted. 


Refused 


No attorney 


170 
1 
7 
1 
2 
2 
1 

45 
1 
2 
1 
1 
2 
6 
4 
3 
2 
1 
1 
1 
2 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
3 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 


128 

1 
5 


42 

2 

1 

i 

1 
16 

i 

3 

1 
2 

i 

i 

1 

2 
2 

i 

1 


M. J. Keane 


27 
1 
1 
3 
2 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

44 
1 
3 
6 
1 
8 
2 
1 
6 
2 
2 

16 
1 
2 


22 


5 


C.G.Allen 


W.J.Lambert 


1 


J. A. Burkart 


F. P. Madigan 


1 
1 
2 
2 
1 




D. W. Baker 


Stephen McDonou^. . . 
M.F. Mangan...: 


2 


Baker-Leahy 


2 
1 




Howard Boyd 


R.L.Montague 

M. J. McNamara 

Alvln Newmeyer 

D. W. O'Donoghue 

T. W. O'Brien 




F. W. Brandenburg.... 




A. H. Bell 


30 

1 
2 

1 


1 


Edmund Brady 

■Rrown <fe Bj^iinif^n , 


1 


i 


ChiM. BAinn^Ttn 


J. F. O'Shea 




1 


F. C. Bryan 


R. R. Perry, jr 


1 
1 

1 




Bell-Sheehy 


2 
3 
3 

1 
2 
1 

i' 

2 
2 

1 
1 


S. C. Peelle... 




W. F. nnhimhiTs 


J. Potbury 




J. F. Costello 


Pejrser-Sheehy 


1 


M.J.Colbert 


M. P. Sxilllvan.... 


34 


10 


Jos. Cox 


C. M. Stadden 


1 


Collins&Ball 


M.W.SulliTan 

J. C. Sheehy 


3 
5 
1 

4 
2 
1 
4 
2 
2 
10 
1 
2 




Columbus-Trimble 




Columbus-Shea 

H.E.Davis 


Sullivan-Frank 

Matthew Trimble 

Tobriner-Grahajn 

Jas. Toomey 


4 


R. F. Downing ,.. 




Downing-Moniague 




L. Tobriner 


1 


C.W. Darr 


Winship Wheatley 

Alex. Wolf. 




Neil England 






J. M. VraTik 


1 


W. T. Whelan 


6 


Geo. Havell 


Wheatley &BaU 

W. H. whte 




Leo Harlow 


1 
1 






Total 






409 


297 


112 


Keane-W. D. Builivan. 















In the three hearings conducted since November 1, 1914, the applicants were repre- 
sented as follows: 



Name. 


Cases. 


Granted. 


Refused. 


M. P. Sullivan. 


1 

1 
1 


1 
1 
1 




M. J. Keane 




R. L. Montague 










Total 


412 


300 


112 







As to the matter of the amount of fees paid by applicants to attorneys, the board 
has not felt that the law required it to go into the private affairs of attorneys in good 
standing before the bar of the District of Columbia and ask the question, either of 
the attorney or his client, as to how much money he was receiving or was to receive 
in fees in any particular case. The board does not believe that on second thought 
it will be urged that it was its duty to do so, or to regard it as a matter within its juris- 
diction. 
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In executing the law with reference to the number of barrooms in blocks between 
intersecting streets, the board was j|[ovemed by the limit prescribed by law, and 
where removals were necessary, section 9 of the rules and regulations was applied, 
and in doing so all applicants being equally worthy, the board exercised its best 
judgment and inflicted as little enibarrassment as its ability to determine would 
secure. This particular provision of the law was very difficult to administer. 

In reference to the licensing of barrooms on streets at right angles to streets previously 
located upon, and in the same building, as in the case at Fourteenth ana E Streets 
NW., the board believes that in acting favorably pubUc interest has been properly 
served, especially when a barroom known upon one street (E Street) had been closed 
under the law, and later a new application made for an absolutely different street 
(Fourteenth Street). The board does not believe that when it favorably and honestly 
acted upon a new application for a barroom license to be located aroima the comer on 
another street, that it perverted the law, even though the new license be located in 
the same building as the old. 

It has been alleged that in a certain case the applicant paid for the destruction of a 
petition of protest. No evidence was produced before the board at the hearing in 
the case referred to proving such a purchase. It did develop that the premises 
applied for were then occupied by a tenant who wished to remain in his place of 
business, and who therefore circulated a petition of protest. The licensee paid him 
$100 to allow him to post notice of proposed transfer, and agreed to pay $100 more 
when he obtained possession of the premises. The testimony is clear, and may be 
read by all. 

With reference to alleged violations of the excise law by licensees, the board wishes 
it to be borne in mind &at the initial part of this phase of the law is in the hands of 
the police; until a conviction is had in the police court, the excise board has no case 
against the licensee. But if convicted once the board "may in its discretion revoke 
the license, and upon the second conviction of such violation * * * the excise 
board shall immediately revoke the license." No conviction has been had in the 
police court under the present excise law against any barroom licensee to whom 
license was granted by the excise board. 

During the months of September and October the board granted public hearings 
on every application for either a wholesale or barroom license. In all there were more 
than 500 such hearings. The Anti-Saloon League's attorney was present throughout 
the proceedings, and in every single case vigorously objected to license being granted. 
The board, after long deliberation, and with full reg^ard for the demands of the law, 
rendered its decisions which, in all cases, were unanimous. 

There have been 300 barroom licenses granted. It will be noted that the revenue 
received from approximately 450 licenses at $1,000 last year is equalled by that 
received from 300 licenses, at $1,500 this year. This feature of the situation the board 
kept in mind with the belief that Congress did not believe that the revenue should 
be materialljr reduced. 

In conclusion, the board wishes to emphasize the fact that it is not the servant of 
any man, clique, organization, or business, but that it believes that it has always 
acted in the interest of the people of the District of Columbia, under the law as it 
exists, and has to that end performed its functions fearlessly and faithfully. While 
this is a fact, the board would be derelict were it not to state here and now that it 
challenges any person or organization to charge the board with knowingly or wilfully, 
or in any manner, directiy or indirectiy, favoring the individual or corporation at 
the expense of the community, either for or without compensation. 

R. G. SMirH, Chairman f 
Henry S. Baker, 
Cotter T. Bride, 
Excise Board Jor the District oj Columbia, 

TESTIMOmr OP ME. AHDEEW WILSOIT. 

(The witness was sworn by the chairman.) 

The Chairman. What is vour full name ? 

Mr. Wilson. Andrew Wilson. 

The Chairman. What is yom* local address ? 

Mr. Wilson. Office, 802 to 806 Woodward Building. Residence, 
1850 Mmtwood Place NW., Washington, D. C. 

The Chairman. How long have you been a resident of the District 
of Columbia? 



Digitized by VjOOQIC 



28 EXCISE BOAED OF THE DISTBIOTOF COLUMBIA. 

Mr. Wilson. I came to the District of Columbia on the 9th day of 
Jmie, 1888. With the exception of two years in graduate work at 
Yale University, I have been a resident of the District of Columbia 
since that date. 

The Chairman. What is your profession ? 

Mr. Wilson. La wy er. 

The Chairman. What is your position in connection with the Anti- 
Saloon League ? 

Mr. Wilson. I am president of the Anti-Saloon League of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. 

The Chairman. By virtue of that position, you have been in touch 
with the workings of the excise board of the District of Columbia, 
have you not ? 

Mr. Wilson. To a considerable extent. 

The Chairman. Please state the object of the Anti-Saloon League. 

Mr. Wilson. It is to drive the saloon out of existence. The motto 
of the Anti-Saloon League is ''The saloon must go.'' We have been 
using all means that we deemed honorable and expedient to accom- 
pUsh that purpose. 

The Chairman. Your organization has felt it incumbent on itself, 
in the interest of the pubhc, to see that the laws regulating the saloons 
in the District of Columbia were observed and obeyed in so far as 
you could bring it about, has it not ? 

Mr. Wilson. Yes; we have put forth considerable endeavor to 
get or to enforce obedience to the laws. 

The Chairman. You have also felt it your duty to see that the 
number of saloons was reduced as far as possible ? 

Mr. Wilson. We have attempted to get legislation looking to that 
end, and we have also had an attorney present at the hearings — 
practically all the hearings — before the excise board for a number of 
years. Tnat attorney is Mr. Albert E. Shoemaker. 

The Chairman. Wnen did the present excise board take up its 
work? 

Mr. Wilson. About the first of September, 1913. I can not give 
you the exact date. 

The Chairman. You were active in securing the adoption of the 
law under which that board was appointed, were you not ? 

Mr, Wilson. I was. 

The Chairman. That law is known as the Jones-Works excise 
law, is it not ? 

Mr. Wilson. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. Have vou any knowledge as to whether the board, 
in adopting its rules and. regulations, followed the Jones excise law 
or made changes in it ? 

Mr. Wilson. The board in adopting its rules and regulations 
followed, in some degree, the excise law, but in some degree it did 
not, according to the views of the attorney for the Anti-Saloon 
League, in which I concur. 

Tne Chairman. Have you a statement showing the instances in 
which the excise board changed or modified the law under the guise 
of rules and regulations ? 

Mr. Wilson. I have not. The rules and regulations are appended 
to a pamphlet which I hold in my hand, entitled '* Excise liquor 
law of the District of Columbia and rules and regulations adopted 
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bythe excise board, 1913, with amendments," bearing the imprint, 
''Washington, 1914." 

(The pamphlet referred to is here printed in fuU, as follows:) 

EzciSB Liquor Law of the District of Columbia and Rules and Regulations 
Adopted by the Excise Board, 1913, with Amendments. 

excise. 

Sec. 9. Paragraph 1. That no person, company, copartnership, association, club, 
or corporation shall manufacture, sell, offer for sale, keep for sale, traffic in, barter, 
exchange for goods, give away, or otherwise furnish, in the District of Columbia, any 
intoxicating liquors, except as hereinafter provided. Wherever the term "intox- 
icating liquors'^ is used in this section it shall be deemed to include whiskv, brandy, 
gin, wine, cordials, rum, ale, porter, beer, hard or fermented cider, and all other fer- 
mented, distilled, spirituous, vinous, and malt liquors, and every mixture of liquors 
which shall contain more than two per centum, by weight, of alcohol, and any mix- 
ture of li(}uor which shall contain less than two per centum of alcohol, if the same shall 
be intoxicating. 

Par. 2. That there shall be, and is hereby, constituted an excise board for the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, which shall be composed of three members, to be appointed by 
the President of the United States, by and with the advice and consent of the Senate, 
and who shall serve for a term of three years, and until their successors are appointed 
and qualified, except that the members first appointed shall serve for one, two, and 
three years, respectively, as majr be designated by the President, or until their suc- 
cessors are appointed and qualified. The salary of said commissioners ehall be at 
the rate of $2,400 per annum. 

Hereafter no license shall be issued to a hotel having less than fifty bedrooms for 
guests, nor to any hotel the character of which, or the character of the proprietor or 
manager of which, is shown to be objectionable to said board. 

Not more than three saloons or barrooms other than in hotels or clubs shall be per- 
mitted on one side of a street between intersecting streets, nor more than four on both 
sides of a street between intersecting streets. 

No saloon, barroom, or other place where intoxicating liquor is sold at retail shall 
be licensed, allowed, or maintained within three hundred feet of any alleyway occu- 
pied for residences or of places commonly called slums, except upon the unanimous 
vote of all three members of said excise board. 

No saloon, barroom, or other place where intoxicating liquor is sold at retail or 
wholesale, other than hotels and clubs, shall be licensed, allowed, or maintained 
within four hundred feet of any public schoolhouse, or a now located or established 
college or university, or withiii four hundred feet of any now established house of 
religious worship, measured between the nearest entrances to each by the shortest 
course of travel oetween such places of business and such public schoomouse, college 
or university, or established house of religious worship. 

No license shall be grantod to sell intoxicating liquors in the waiting room of any 
station or depot of any steam or electric railroad or other carrier for the transportation 
of passengers within the District of Columbia. 

Hereafter no license shall be granted for the establishment or maintenance of a 
barroom or other place for the sale of intoxicating liquors, otherwise than in sealed 
packages and not to be drunk on the premises, in any residence portion of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia; and it shall be the duty of the excise board to decermine in the 
case of each application for license whether the location where the barroom is to be 
located is or is not within the business portion of the District, and if not the license 
shall be denied; and the excise board is hereby authorized and required to determine 
in each case what is so far devoted to business as to constitute it a business street or 
section: Provided, That no license shall be granted for any saloon or barroom on any 
side of any square, block, or tract of land where less than fifty per centum of the foot 
frontage, not including adoons or hotels and clubs having barroom licenses under 
this section, is used for business purposes; nor shall intoxicating liquors be sold at 
wholesale outside of the business aistricts as above provided. 

No saloon, barroom, or wholesale liquor business sliall be licensed, maintained, or 
allowed in the territory west of the followii^ lines: The westerly line of the fire limits 
as now established from its southerly limits to where the same intersects with the 
mile limit of the Soldiers* Home; thence westerly and northerly along the said mile 
Hmit until the same intersects with Kajisas Avenue; thence along Kansas Avenue 
to its intersection with the northern boundary of the District of Columbia. 
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Said board shall consider and act upon all applications for license to sell intoxi- 
cating liquors, and may require a report thereon oy the chief of police, and the action 
of said board shall be final and conclusive. In the issuing of licenses for barrooms 
it shall be the duty of the excise board to adopt such a policy as will reduce the num- 
ber of barrooms, including those in hotels ana clubs, to not exceeding three hundred 
by November first, nineteen hundred and fourteen, but no licensee who shall con- 
duct his business within the law shall be deprived of his license or required to change 
his location before November first, nineteen hundred and fourteen. On the granting 
by said board of a license to sell intoxicating liquors, the assessor shall issue a license 
to the applicant. Said board shall make such rules and regulations for carrying into 
effect this section as it may deem requisite and proper. It shall make an annual 
report to Congress setting forth the number of applications for license, whether favor- 
ably or unfavorably acted upon, the number of persons convicted for violation of 
this statute, and the number and amount of fines collected and uncollected; and 
said excise board is hereby authorized and empowered to summon any person before 
it to give testimony, under oath or affirmation, as to any matter affectii^ the operation 
of the laws regulating the sale of intoxicating liquors in the District of Columbia; 
and any member of me board shall have the power to administer oaths or affirma- 
tions for all purposes of administering said laws. Such summons may be served by 
any member of the Metropolitan police force, and the refusal or neglect of a witness 
to appear before the said ooard or to testifv when required, may be punished in the 
same manner as a refusal to appear before the Commissioners of the District of Colum- 
bia, as provided for in the acts of February twentieth, eighteen hundred and ninety- 
six, entitled **An act to amend an act entitled ^An act to punish false swearing 
before trial boards of the Metropolitan police force and fire departiAent of the District 
of Columbia, and for other purposes, approved May eleventh, eifi^teen hundred 
and ninety-two," and July first, nineteen hundred and two, entitled "An act making 
appropriations to provide for the expenses of the government of the District of Colum- 
bia for the fiscal year ending June thirtieth, nmeteen hundred and three, and for 
other purposes." Witnesses so summoned shall be entitled to a fee of $1.25 for each 
day's attendance before the said board, payable out of the contingent fund of the 
Commissioners of the District of Columbia; and any witness knowingly making a 
false statement to the said board on any material matter shall be guilty of perjury and 
punidiable accordingly. 

Pab. 3. That tiie said board shall appoint a clerk at a salary of $1,500 per annum 
and an inspector with police powers at a salary of $1,500 per annum. Said inspector 
shall make inspections as may be required by this section, under the orders of the 
board, and make full report of such inspections to the board. He shall wear a badge 
indicating that he is such inspector of the excise board. The board shall keep a full 
record of all applications for license, of all recommendations for and remonstrances 
against the granting of licenses, and the actions taken thereon. 

Par. 4. That every person applying for a license to sell intoxicating liquors in said 
District shall file with the said board, a petition for such license, and such petition 
shall be considered and acted upon by the board in the order in which such petition 
is filed and numbered. Said petition shall contain — 

First. A statement giving the name and residence of the applicant and the time 
he has resided in the District of Columbia. 

Second. A statement describing the particular place for which a license is desired, 
designating the same by street and number, if practicable, and if not, by such other 
apt description as will definitely locate it, and how long said applicant has been 
en^ed in business at said place. 

Third. The full name and residence of the owner of the premises upon which the 
business is to be carried on. 

Fourth. A statement that the applicant is a citizen of the United States and a 
bona fide resident of the District of Columbia, and not less than twenty-one years of 
age, and whether such applicant has, since March third, eighteen hundred and ninety- 
three, been adjudged guilty of violating the laws governing the sale of intoxicating 
liouors or for the prevention of gambling in the District of Columbia. 

Fifth. A statement that he intends to, and if licensed will, carry on such business 
for himself and not as the agent of any other person, company, copartnership, or 
corporation. 

Sixth. A statement that he intends to superintend in person the management of 
the business for which he asks a license, and that if licensed he will so superintend 
the management of the business so licensed. 

Said petition must be sworn to by the petitioner before a notary public or other 
person duly authorized to administer oaths and affirmations. If any false material 
statement is knowingly made in any part of said petition, the petitioner making said 
affidavit shall be deemed guilty of perjury, and on conviction uiereof shall be subject 
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to the penalty now provided by law for that offense; and in case a license has been 
issued to said petitioner the same shall be immediately revoked by said board. Notice 
of the filing of said petition shall be given by the applicant in such manner as may be 
prescribed by general rules and regulations adopted by the excise board; and if 
protests against the granting of such license are nled no final action shall be taken 
Dy the excise board until the protestants shall have had an opportunity to be heard 
under rules and regulations prescribed by said board. 

Pab. 5. That the licenses authorized and provided for by this section shall be of 
two classes, wholesale liquor licenses and barroom licenses. The fee for a wholesale 
liquor license until November first, nineteen hundred and fourteen, ehall be $500 per 
annum, and for a barroom license $1,000 per annum until November first, nineteen 
hundred and fourteen; and thereafter the fee for a wholesale liquor license ehall be 
$800 and the fee for a barroom Ucense shall be $1,500 per annum. Every applicant for 
a liquor license shall deposit the amount of the license fee with ihe collector of taxes 
of the District of Columbia at the time of filing the application with the excise board. 
If, upon consideration of the application for ucense by the board as provided for in. 
this section, the board shall decide to grant the license prayed for it snail notify the 
assessor, and the applicant sbdU thereupon receive his license; and only on the 
granting by said board of a license to any applicant to sell intoxicating liquor shall the 
assessor issue a license to such applicant. Whenever a license shsul be refused by 
said beard, the collector of taxes shall forthwith refund the deposit aforesaid. A bar- 
room license shall be required for every hotel, tavern, barroom, club, or other place in 
which intoxicating liquors are sold or ai^)ensed at retaU. A wholesale liquor license 
shall authorize the licensee to sell intoxicating liquors in sealed packag^es only and in 
quantities not less than one quart in the a^egate, except in sealed origmal or bonded 
package in quantitv not less than approximately a pint, and not to be drunk on the 
premises where sold; and no wholesale license BhaH be granted until it is satbfactorily 
shown that the place where it is intended to carry on sucn business is properly arranged 
for selling such liquors as merchandise. Every place where intoxicating liquors are 
sold to be dnmk on the premises or in quantities less than one quart, except m sealed 
orig^inal or bonded packages as aforesaia whether drunk on the premises or not, shall 
be regarded as a barroom; and the possession of intoxicating liquors, with the means 
and appliances for carrying on the business of dispensing the same to be drunk where 
sold, shall be prima facie evidence of a barroom within the meaning of this section, 
and the license therefor shall be known as a barroom license. All makers, brewers, 
and distillers of intoxicating liquors in the District of Columbia, shall be required to 
take out the wholesale license provided for in this section: Provided^ That when such 
business is carried on at more than one place a license shall be required for each place. 
Before the excise board may grant a Ucense to a club it must be satisfactorily shown 
that such club is duly incorporated; that its membership is bona fide, all being on an 
equal status with equal privileges and responsibilities; that its purposes are legitimate; 
and that the sale oi liquor intended is no more than an incident, and is not a prime 
source of revenue. A license to a club may be issued in the name of its president, 
and in case of violation of the provisions of mis section in such club, he and the secre- 
tary, the treasurer, and the manager of the club shall be proceeded against collectively 
or severally in their individual capacities and, if convicted, be subject to the penalties 
prescribed in paragraph fourteen of this Section, and tiie Ucense of said club shaU be 
immediately revokea by the excise board: Provided furthery That after November 
first, nineteen hundred and fourteen, there shall not be granted licenses to more than 
twenty-five clubs, including: those now Ucensed. 

Par. 6. That under the license issued in accordance with this section no intoxi- 
cating Uquors shall be sold, given away, or in any way disposed of to any minor, 
intoxicated person, or habitusu drunkard, and ignorance of the ag:e of any such minor 
shall not be a defense to any action instituted under this section; and no Ucensee 
under this section shall seU, give away, or dispense any intoxicating Uquors to any 
person between the hours of one o'clock a. m. and seven o'clock a. m., nor on Sun- 
days or Inauguration Day; and between said hours, and on Sundays, and Inaugu- 
ration Day every barroom and other place where intoxicating Uquors are sold shall 
be kept closed; that no minor under the age of eighteen years shall be aUowed to 
enter or be permitted to remain in any place where intoxicating Uquors are sold, 
other than a hotel, restaurant, or club; that the interior of every barroom shall at 
aU times when selling is prohibited be exposed to fuU view from the street, without 
obstruction by screens, blinds, curtains, stained glass, bottles, boxes, signs, or other 
material, except in the case of clubs Ucensed under this section and hotels having 
only an interior barroom, which shall be exposed to full view from the corridors or 
passageways leading to the entrance or entrances to such barroom. 

Par. 7. That any minor who felsely represents his age for the purpose of procuring 
intoxicating liquors shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor, and be fined for each 
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offense not more than $50, and in default in the payment of such fine shall be impris- 
oned in the reformatory or workhouse of said District not exceeding thirty days. 

Par. 8. That no license under this section shall be issued for a longer period than 
one year, and the year shall begin on the first day of November and end on the last 
day of October following; and no license shall be transferred by the licensee to any 
other person or to any other place, except with the written consent of the excise 
board upon a regular application therefor in writing and after notice and hearing 
as in this section proviaed upon an original application for a license; and the fee to 
be paid by the party applying for such transfer shall be $2, which ohall bepaid to 
the collector of ^es of me District before such transfer is made: Provided^ That the 
excise board shall not allow the transfer of the license of any person against whom 
there are pending in the courts or before the excise board charges of keeping a dis- 
orderly house or violating the excise laws or the laws against gambling in iteDistrict 
of Columbia. 

Par. 9. That every person receiving a license to sell liquOT under this section 
shall frame the same under glass and place it in a conspicuous place in his place of 
business, so that anyone entering such place may easily read sucn license. 

Par. 10. That all applicants for license and persons holding licenses under this 
section shall allow any member of the excise board or the duly authorized inspector 
of the said board full opportunity and every facility to examine, at any time during 
business hours, the premises where intoxicating liquor is manufactured, sold, or for 
which a license is asKed or has been granted; and the same opportunity and facility 
' shall be afforded, by the licensee or some person acting in hie stead, any member of 
the Metropolitan police force, who has reasonable behef that the law is being vio- 
lated, to enter ana examine at all times such licensed places, and no person or persons 
shall obstruct, hinder, or in any manner molest such inspector or ofl&cer, provided 
such inspector or officer exhibits a badge showing he is such inspector or officer. 

Par. 11. That regularly licensed druggists or pharmacists shall not be required to 
obtain license under the provisions of this section, but they shall not sell intoxicating 
liquors, nor compound, nor mix any composition thereof, nor sell any malt extract, 
or other proprietary medicines containing more than two per centum of alcohol, 
except such compounds, compositions, malt extracts, or proprietary medicines be 
so medicated as to be medicinal preparations or compounds unnt for use as beverages, 
except upon a written and bona fide prescription of a duly licensed and regulS*ly 

Sracticing physician in the District of Columbia, whose name shall be signed thereto, 
uch prescription shall contain a statement that the disease of the patient required 
such a prescription, shall be numbered in the order of receiviim, and snail be canceled 
by writing on it the word "canceled" and the date on which it was presented and 
filled, and kept on file in consecutive order, subject to public inspection at all times 
during business hours. No such prescription shall be filled more than once. Every 
druggist or pharmacist selling intoxicating liquors as herein provided shall keep a 
book provided for the purpose, and shall enter therein at Uie time of every sale a 
true record of the date of the sale, the name of the purchaser, who slmll sign his name 
in said book as a part of the entry, his residence (givdng the street and house number, 
if there be such), the kind and quantity and price of such liquor, the purpose for 
which it was sold, and the name of the physician giving ^% prescription tnerefor. 
Such book shall be open to public inspection during busmess hours, and shall be in 
form substantially as follows: 



Date. 



Name of 
purchaser. 



Residence. 



Kind and 
quantity. 



Purpose of 
use. 



Price. 



Name of 
physician. 



Signature 

of 
purchaser. 



Said book shall be produced before the excise board or the courts when required: 
Provided, That pure grain alcohol may be sold without a physician's prescription 
for mechanical, medicinal, and scientific purposes hy registered dru^:ists or phar- 
macists, who shall keep a book for the purpose of registermg such sales in a similar 
manner or form as required for the sale of intoxicating liquors as provided in this 
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section: Provided JuriheT^ That any person who shall make any false statement as to 
the purpose or use of alcohol purchased under the provisions of this section shall be 
deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and be fined for each offense not more than fifty 
dollars, and in default of the payment of such fine shall be imprboned in the work- 
house of said District not exceeding thirty days 

Any druggist or phannadst who shall sell or dispense any intoxicating liquors, ex- 
cept in sudi manner as provided in this section, or who snail fail or refuse to keep 
the record herein required, or who shall refill any prescriptions, or who shall violate 
any other provisions of this paragraph, shall be guilty of illegal selling, and upon 
conviction thereof shall be subject to the penaltieeprescribed in paragraph twelve of 
this section. Upon a second conviction for said offense, in addition to tne penalties 
prescribed in said paragraph twelve, it shall be a part of the judgment of conviction 
that the license of such druggist or pharmacbt to practice pharmacy shall be revoked, 
and the court before which such person is tried and convicted shul cause a certifiea 
copy of such judgment of conviction to be certified to the board having authority to 
issue licenses to practice pharmacy in the District of Columbia. 

Any physician who shall prescribe any intoxicating liquor except for treatment of 
disease which, after his own personal diagnosis, he shall deem to require such treat- 
ment, shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor, and upon conviction thereof shall 
be fijied not lees than $50 nor more than $200, and in default of payment of said fine 
shall be imprisoned in the District jail or workhouse for not less than thirty nor more 
than ninety days, and upon a second conviction for said offense, in addition to the 
penalty ablove provided, it shall be a part of the judgment of conviction that the 
license of such physician to practice medicine be revoked, and the court before which 
such physician is tried and convicted shall cause a certified copy of such judgment 
of conviction to be certified to the board having authority to issue licensee to practice 
medicine in the District of Columbia. 

Par. 12. That any p^Bon, company, copartnership, corporation, club, or associa- 
tion manufacturing, selling, offering for sale, keeping for [»le, tramckipg in, barter- 
ing, exchanging for goods, or otherwise furnishing any intoxicating liquors in the 
District of Columbia, without fijst having obtained a license as herein provided, or 
shall manufacture, sell, offer for sale, keep for sale, traffic in, barter, exchange for 
goods, or give away intoxicating liquors in any part, section, or district of the District 
of Columbia wherein the same is prohibited by law, upon conviction thereof shall be 
fined not less than $250 nor more than $800, and in default in the payment of such 
fine be imprisoned in the District jail or workhouse for not less than two months nor 
more than six months; and upon every subsequent conviction for such offense shall, 
in addition to the penalty named, to wit, a fine of not less than $250 nor more than 
$800, be imprisoned in the workhouse of the District of Columbia not less than three 
months nor more than one year. 

Pab. 13. That any person, company, copartnership, corporation, or club having 
obtained a license under this section, who shall violate any of its provisions shall, 
upon conviction of such violation, be fined not less than $100 nor more than $500, 
and the excise board may, in its discretion, revoke the license; and upon a second 
conviction of such violation such licensee shall be fined not less than ^00 nor more 
l^ian $500^and in addition to such fine the excise board shall immediately revoke the 
license. That upon the conviction of any licensee of keeping a disorderly or dis- 
reputable place, it shall be the duty of the excise board to immediately revoke the 
license of such convicted licensee, and after such revocation no license shall agaia 
be granted to him for said place or elsewhere, nor shall a license be granted to anyone 
else for said place for a period of three years from the date of said revocation of license. 

Pab. 14. That no licensee under this section shall allow any female or any minor 
CM" any person convicted of crime, to sell, give, furnish, or distribute any intoxicating 
liquors, or any admixture thereof, to any person or persons, or except in the cases 
of notels, restaurants, and clubs shall pemut the playing of pool or billiards, or any 
other games whatever, in the room where such liquors are sold or drunk, or in any 
adjoining or intercommunicating room; nor shall ne, except in the case of hotels, 
restaurants, and clubs, permit tne playing of music or theatricals of any kind, or 
provide other amusements in his place of businees or in connection therewith. Nor 
shall any barroom licensee establish more than one bar under his license, and the 
sale or dispensing of liquors, except in case of hotels, restaurants, and clubs, shall 
to the room m which said bar is located; nor provide or permit to be used 



be confine 

more than one entrance to said barroom from the street, which entrance shall be the 
one mentioned in his application for license, unless the excise board shall especially 
I>ermit an extra entrance. Nor shall any barroom licensee sell, give, furnish, or dis- 
tribute any intoxicating liquors to any female, nor permit any female to enter or re- 
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main in his barroom: Provided^ That bona fide guests of hotels, restaurants, and clubs 
having a license to sell intoxicating liquors may be served with liquors at meals in 
such hotels, restaurants, and clubs during the time liquor may be sold: Provided 
further^ Tliat no place shall be deemed a restaurant within the meaning of this para- 
graph until the same shall have been declared such by action of the excise board. 

Par. 15. That all applicants who have had a license during the preceding year 
who so desire shall apply for a renewal of such license on or before the first aay of 
September of each license year: Provided^ That in the event of the death of a person 
having a license under this section during a license year there shall be refunded to 
the personal representative of the deceased such amoimt of the license fee in pro- 
portion to the unexpired part of the license year: Provided further , That the minimum 
portion of said license fee to be retained for any portion of the license year, irrespective 
of its proportion to the entire year, eiiall be feOO in the case of barroom licenses and 
$100 m the case of wholesale licenses: Provided further ^ That the personal repre- 
sentative of any deceased licensee may within thirty days after the death of such 
licensee transfer said license in accordance with the provisions of this law, touching 
transfers of licenses. 

Par. 16. That no license^ either wholesale or barroom, shall be issued to any person 
or for any place located within one thousand feet of the grounds of the marine bar- 
racks, the War College, and engineer barracks, or of the navy yard, in the District of 
Columbia. 

Par. 17. That any person assisting in or aiding and abetting the violation of any 
of the provisions of this section shall be guilty of a misdemeanor and, on conviction 
thereof, shall be fined not less than $50 nor more than $100, or be imprisoned in the 
District jail or workhouse for not more than three months for each ana every offense: 
Provided, That no witness shall be excused from testifying in any case brought under 
this section on the ground that his answers may tend to incrimmate him in connec- 
tion with any violation of this section, and such witness so testifying shall not there- 
after be prosecuted for violation of any provision of this section concerning which 
such witness may have testified. 

Par. 18. That prosecutions for violations of the provisions of this section shall be 
on information filed in the police court by the corporation counsel of the District of 
Columbia or any of his assistants duly authorized to act for him, and said corporation 
counsel or his assistants shall file such information upon the presentation to him or 
his assistants of sworn information that the law has been violated; and such corpora- 
tion counsel and his assistants shall have power to administer oaths to such informant 
or informants, and such others as present themselves, and anyone making a false oath 
to any material fact shall be deemed guilty of perjury and subject to the same penal- 
ties as now provided by law for such offense. 

Par. 19. That if one or more persons who are competent witnesses shall charge on 
oath or afiirmation before the corporation counsel of the District of Columbia, or any 
of his assistants duly authorized to act for him, representing that any person, com- 
pany, copartnership, association, club, or corporation has or have violated or is vio- 
lating the provisions of this section by manufacturing, selling, offering for sale, keeping 
for sale, trafficking in, bartering, exchanging for goods, giving away, or otherwise 
furnishing intoxicating liquor wimout license, and shall request said corporation coun- 
sel, or any of his assistants duly authorized to act for him, to issue a warrant, said 
attorney or any of his assistants shall issue such warrant, in which warrant the room, 
house, building, or other place in which the violation is alleged to have occurred or 
is occurring shSill be specifically described, and said warrant shall be placed in the 
hands of tne captain or acting captain of the police precinct in which the room, 
house, building, or other place above referred to is located, commanding him at once 
to thoroughly search said described room, house, building, or other place and the 
appurtenances thereof, and if any such shall be found to take into his possession and 
safely keep, to be produced as evidence when required, all intoxicatmg liquors (if 
the same shall be found in quantities and in condition to suggest that it is kept tor 
sale), and all the means of dispensing same, also all the paraphernalia or part of the 
paraphernalia of a barroom or other intoxicating-liquor establishment, and any 
United States internal-revenue tax receipt or certificate for the manufacture or sale 
of intoxicating liquor effective for the period of time covering the alleged offense, 
and forthwith report all the facts to the corporation counsel of the District of Columbia; 
and such intoxicating liquor or the means for dispensing same, or the paraphernalia of 
a barroom or other intoxicating-liquor establishment, or any United States internal- 
revenue tax receipt or certificate for the sale of intoxicating liquor effective as afore- 
said, shall be prima facie evidence of the violation of the provisions of paragraph one 
of this section as charged or presented. If the accused shall be found guilty, the 
intoxicating liquor so seized shall, after the trial and time for writ of error, if no writ 
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of error is taken, be destroyed by the police department; if the accused be found not 
guilty, the whole shall be held as his, its, or their property, or the property of the real 
owner. 

Pah. 20. That it shall not be necessary in order to convict any person, company, 
association, club, or corporation, his, its, or their agents, officers, clerks, or servants 
of manufacturing or selling intoxicating rliquors without license, or, in any section of 
the District of Columbia where the manufacture and sale is prohibited, to prove the 
actual sale, delivery of, or payment for any intoxicating liquors, but the evidence of 
having or keeping fliem in nand and offering to sell or barter, exchanging for goods or 
merchandise, shall be sufficient to convict; nor shall it be necessary in a warrant or 
in information to specify the particular kind of liquor manufactured, sold, offered for 
sale, kept for sale, trafficked in, bartered or exchanged for goods or merchandise, but 
it shall oe sufficient to all^ in the warrant or information that the accused manu- 
&ctured. Bold, offered for sale, kept for sale, trafficked in, bartered or exchanged for 
goods or merchandise, or kept it oeposited to sell or barter. 

Par. 21. TThat every person who shall, within the District of Columbia, directly 
or indirectly, keep or maintain, by himself or by associating or combining; with others, 
or who shall in any manner aid, abet, or assist in keepin^: or maintaining any club- 
loom or other place in which any intoxicating liquors, tne sale of which without a 
Ucense is prohibited by this section, is receiv^ or kept for the purpose of use, G^e, 
barter, giving away, or otherwise furnishing, or for distribution or division among 
the members of any club or association by any means whatever, without firat having 
a license so to do, or in sections of the District wherein the sale of intoxicating liquor 
is prohibited, and every person who shall use, sell, barter, give away, or otherwise 
furnish, distribute, or divide any such liquors so received or kept shall be guilty of 
a misdemeanor and subject to tlie penalties prescribed in paragraph twelve of this 
section. 

Pab. 22. That any person who shall, in the District of Columbia, in any street or 
alley, in any public place, or in or upon any street car, or in or upon any other vehicle 
commonly used for the transportation of passengers, or in or about any depot, plat- 
form, or waiting station, drink any intoxicating liquor of any kind, or if any person 
ahaU be drunk or intoxicated in any street, alley, or public or private road, or in any 
passenger coach, street car, or any public place or building, or at any public gather- 
mg, or if any person shall be drunk or intoxicated and sluul disturb me peace of any 
person, he aliall be guilty of a misdemeanor and, upon conviction thereof, shall be 
punifihed by a fine of not less than $10 nor more than $100, or by imprisonment for 
not less than five days nor more than thirty days in the workhouse or jail of tJie District 
of Columbia, or by both such fine and imprisonment. 

Par. 23. That the issuance of an internal-revenue special tax receipt or certificate 
by the United States to any person as a wholesale or retail dealer in distilled liquors 
or in malt liquors at any place within the District of Columbia shall be prima facie 
evidence of me sale of intoxicating liquors by such person at such place, or at any 
other place of business of such person in the District where such special tax receipt 
is posted and at the time charged in any prosecution under this section, but such 
time must be within the life of such receipt or certificate. 

Par. 24. That in the interpretation of this section words of singular number shall 
be deemed to include their plurals, and words of masculine gender shall be deemed 
to include the feminine, as the case may be. 

Par. 25. That this section shall be in full force and effect from and after July first, 
nineteen hundred and thirteen, and shall be in lieu of and as a substitute for all 
existing laws and regulations in the District of Columbia in relation to the sale of 
intoxicating liquors in said District, except such laws as prohibit the sale of intoxi- 
cating liquors in certain defined sections or parts of the District and laws of Congress 
pertaming to persons, premises, and territory over which the Federal Government 
exercises jurisdiction; and aU laws and parts of laws inconsistent with this section, 
except such laws above referred to, be, and they are hereby, repealed. 

Approved, March 4, 1913. 

[Pttblio— No. 107.] 

An Act to prohibit the granting of liquor licenses within one mile of the Soldiers' Home. 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled^ That on and after the passage of this act no license for the sale 
of intoxicating liquor at any place within one mile of the Soldiers* Home property in 
the District of Columbia shall be granted. 
Approved, February 28, 1891. 

84513«— S. Doc. 9S1, 63-3 4 
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[Public— No. 47.] 

An Aot to prohibit the sale of intoxicating liquors near the Government Hospital for the Insane and the 
Home for the Aged and Infirm. 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, That it shall be unlawful to sell, either by wholesale or retail, 
intoxicating liquor of any kind at any point between the Government Hospital for 
the Insane and the Home for the A^ed and Infirm, or within a radius of one-half mile 
of the boundaries of either of the said properties. 

Approved, February 1, 1907. 

Rules and Regulation. 

adopted by the excise boabd fob the distbict of columbia. 

In accordance with section 9 of an act making approi)riations to provide for the 
expenses of the government of the District of Columbia for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1914, and for other purposes, approved March 4, 1913. 

(The nmnber in parentheses after each section of these rules and regulations indicates the paragraph 
of the excise law involved. 

Wherever there is no reference to a paragraph of the excise law, the general power and authority of the 
exdse board imder the law has been invoked.) 

Section 1. AMierever the term "intoxicating liquors" is used in these rules and 
regulations it shall be deemed to include whisky, brandy, gin, wine, cordials, rum, 
ale, porter, beer, hard or fermented cider, and all other fermented, distilled, spir- 
ituous, vinous, and malt liquors, and every mixture of liquors which shall contain 
more than two per centum, by weight, of alcohol, and any mixture of liquor which 
shall contain less than two per centum of alcohol, if the same shall be intoxicating. (1) 

Sec. 2. No license shall be issued to a hotel, as such, having less than fifty bed- 
rooms for guests. This shall be effective from and after November first, nineteen 
hundred and thirteen. (2) 

Sec. 3. Beginning November first, nineteen hundred and fourteen, not more than 
three saloons or barrooms other than in hotels or clubs shall be permitted on one 
side of a street between intersecting streets, nor more than four on both sides of a 
street betw een intersecting streets. (2) 

Sec 4. Beginning November first, nineteen hundred and fourteen, no barroom 
license shall be granted within three hundred feet of any alleyway occupied for 
residences or places commonly called slums, measured between the nearest entrances 
thereto by the shortest course of travel, except upon the unanimous vote of all three 
members of the excise board. (2) 

Sec 5. Beginning November first^ nineteen hundred and fourteen, .no saloon, 
barroom, or other place where intoxicating liquors are sold at retail or wholesale, 
other than hotels and clubs, shall be licensed, allowed, or maintained within four 
hundred feet of anjr public schoolhouse, or a now located or established collie, or 
university, or within four hundred feet of any now established house of religious 
worship, measured between the nearest entrances thereto by the shortest course of 
travel. (2) 

Sec 6. Banning November first, nineteen hundred and fourteen, no barroom 
licenses shall be granted on any side of a street where less than fifty per centum of 
the foot frontage between intersecting streets, excluding the part of buildings wherein 
barroom licenses are held, is used for business purposes: Provided , That this restric- 
tion shall not apply to hotels and clubs. (2) 

Sec 7. Beginning November first, nineteen hundred and fourteen, wholesale 
licenses (to sell intoxicating liquors in quantities of five gallons and over) shall not 
be granted on any side of a street where less than fifty per centum of the foot frontage 
between intersecting streets, excluding the part of all building wherein barroom 
licenses are held, is used for business purposes, except where mtoxicating liquors 
are not to be sold and delivered on the premises. (2) 

. Sec 8. Wholesale licenses may be granted, without restriction as to location 
(except within four hundred feet of any public schoolhouse, or a now located or 
estabfished college, or university, or within four hundred feet of any now established 
house of religious worship), in cases where the licensees sell intoxicating liquors in 
quantities less than five gallons. (2) 

Sec 9. Should there be pending before the excise board on September second, 
nineteen hundred and fourteen, more than three hundred applications for renewals 
of barroom licenses, including those in hotels and clubs, filed by applicants equally 
worthy, in the opinion of the excise board, licenses will be refused to those apph- 
cants in excess of three hundred who last secured transfers of their licenses from the 
prohibited sections into the business streets. (2) 
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Sbo. 10. A blank form of petition for license to sell intoxicating liquors in the 
District of Columbia shall be furnished by the excise board to each person desiring 
to apply for such license. 

The petitions shall be considered and acted upon by the excise board in the ord^ 
in which they are received. (4) 

Sbo. 11. A notice shall be posted by the applicant conspicuously on the front of 
every builduiff wherein a license to sell intoxicating liquors is applied for. Wher- 
ever the building fronts on two or more streets the notice shall oe posted on each 
front. When a renewal of license is applied for the notice shall be posted from Sep* 
tember first to September fifteenth, botn inclusive. When a transfer of license from 
one i>erson to anouier or from one location to another is applied for during the license 
year, the notice shall be posted for the period of fifteen oays beginning with the day 
the application is filed. 

The excise board shall furnish each applicant with the notice card required to be 
posted. The form of such notice shall be as follows: 

NOnCB 18 HBRBBT GIVEN 
HAS APPLIED FOB A 

(Barroom or wholesale liquor) 

UCBNSB AT THIS PLACE. 

During the time that the notice is posted no other sign of like size or appearance 
shall be displayed on the outside of the proposed licensee's premises. (4) 

Sec. 12. All applicants for licenses or renewals of licenses for the hcense year 
begiiming Novemoer first, nineteen hundred and thirteen, shall post the notice 
mentioned in section eleven of these rules and regulations from October first to 
October fifteenth, nineteen hundred and thirteen, both inclusive. (4) 

Sec. 13. All protests against the granting or transferring of a license must be in 
writing, signed oy the protestants, and Glea with the exase board within ten days 
from the date of posting notice of application for such license or transfer. 

In any case where a protestant desires to be heard in person, the excise board shall 
fix the time for such hearing, and notice thereof shall be sent to the applicant for 
license as well as the protestant. (4) 

Sec. 14. There shall be three classes of barroom licenses^ as follows: 

(a) Where the licensee conducts a barroom only, in which case he, or she, or it is 
prombited from dispensing intoxicating liquors to women entirely, and is prohibited 
from dispensing liquors to adult males anywhere outside of the room where the bar is 
located. 

(6) Where the licensee conducts a bar and restaurant and his, her, or its place of 
business has been declared a restaurant within the meaning of the excise law, the 
licensee may dispense intoxicating liquors (not personally^ if a female) to adult males 
in any room on the premises, and may dispense intoxicating liquors (not personally, 
if a female) to adult females with meals only, and only in such dining rooms as are 
described in section twenty-three of these rules and r^ulations. 

(c) Where the licensee is a club or conducts a hotel, it, he, or she (not personally) 
may dispense intoxicating liquors to adult males anywhere on the premises, and may 
dispense intoxicating liquors (not personally, if a female) to adult females with me^ 
only anywhere on the premises. (5) 

Sec. 15. Under a wholesale liquor license, intoxicating liauors shall be sold in 
sealed packages only and each package shall contain not less tnan one quart; except 
that any sealed original or bonded packdge containing not less than approximately one 
pint may be sold. (5) 

A '^s^ed original package comprehends a package not filled at the time of sale^ 
but one carried m stock, whether filled on the premises of the licensee or elsewhere. 

A '^sealed" package comprehends a package securely sealed, whether sealed at the 
time of sale or oefore. (5) 

Sec. 16. Every license to a club or other corporation shall be issued in the name 
of its president, who shall make, execute, and swear to a petition for license con- 
taining: 

(a) The names and addresses of the officers and directors. 

(6} Except in cases of hotels, clubs, and makers, brewers, and distillers of intoxi- 
cating liauors, the names and addresses of all stockholders and the stockholding 
interest of each. 

Every application for license to a club shall be accompanied by the certificate of its 
president, in the following form: 

"In accordance with paragraph 5, section 9, of the act of Confess, appoved March 
4, 1913, constituting the liquor law of the District of Columbia, 1 , 
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president of Club of the city of Waahington, District of Columbia, 

Sweby certify that said club is duly incorporated; that its membership is bona fide, 
aU being on an equal status with equal privileges and responsibilities; that its pur- 
poses are legitimate and that the sale of liquor intended is no more thaii an inciaent 
and is not a prime source of revenue; that the officers of said club are as follows, viz: 



'' President" (6) 

Sec. 17. Every corporation (including clubs and hotels) applying for a license shall 
ile with its petition a certified copy of its charter or articles of incorporation. (5) 

Ssc. 18. Minors under the age oi eighteen may enter a wholesale liquor store in a 
case where the licensee also sells merchaudise other than intoxicating liquors, and 
vhere the intoxicating liquors are carried in stock and sold in a section of the store set 
apart for that purpose by a railing: Provided, That no minor, under the age of eighteen, 
i£all be permitted to enter the place so set apart: And provided further , ThaX no intoxi- 
cating liquors shall be sold, given away, or in any way disposed of to a minor. ^6) 

Sec. 18. (a) For the purpose of cleaning up and doing other necessary work, li- 
censed premises may be entered or occupied by licensees and their regular employees 
between six forty-five o'clock a. m. ana seven o'clock a. m., except on Sundays and 
Inauguration Day; and between the hours of ten o'clock a. m. and twelve o'clock noon 
«n Sundays and Inauguration Day: Provided, That neitiier said licensees nor their 
employees shall drink, sell, give away, or dispense any intoxicating liquors during the 
times mentioned. (6; 

Sec. 19. A licensee desiring to transfer his. her, or its license from one location to 
another shall make application in writing to tne excise board for such tmnsfer, stating: 

(a) The exact location of the particu&r place for which a license is desired, desig- 
nating the same by street and number, if practicable, and if not, by such otner apt 
description as will definitely locate it. 

(6) The full name and residence of the owner of the premises where the license is 
desired. 

No transfer (either to another person or another place) can be approved until the 
«)plicant therefor shall have paid to the collector of taxes of the District of Columbia 
tne fee of $2 required by law, and evidence of such payment shall have been filed with 
the excise board. (8) 

Sec. 20. A licensee desiring to transfer his, her. or its license to another shall make 
application in writing for such transfer, giving mil name of proposed licensee. In 
©very such case the proposed licensee shall file the petition for Ucense referred to in 
section ten of these rules and regulations. (8) 

Sec. 20. (a) In case of the deam of a licensee, the duly authorized personal represent- 
ative of the deceased or any person or persons authorized by the Supreme Court of the 
District of Columbia may, with the consent in writing of the excise board, conduct 
the business for a period of not exceeding thirty days after such death, and, unless 
the license be transferred within thirty days (including the fifteen days' posting re- 

Suired by sec. 11 of the rules and regulations) after the death of the licensee, the 
cense shall expire, in accordance with paragraph 15 of the excise law. 
Sec. 20. (6) Except in case of the death of a licensee any person or persons duly 
authorized by the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia may. with the consent 
m writing of the excise board, conduct the business of a licensee lor a period of not 
exceeding sixty days. In such cases posting of the licensed premises shall not be 
Bequired. (S) 

jSbo. 21. (a) No licensee shall allow any female, minor, or any person convicted of 
crime, to sell, give, furnish, or distribute any intoxicating liquors, or any admixture 
tiiereof, to any person or persons. 

(6) Except in cases of hotels, restaurants, and clubs, no licensee shall permit the 
playing of pool or billiards, or any other games whatever, in the room where intoxi- 
catmg liquors are sold or drunk, or in any adjoining or intercommunicating room. 
Every pool or billiard room shall have a separate entrance from the street and no 
entrance from within the building accessible from the barroom. 

(c) Except in cases of hotels, restaurants, and clubs, no licensee shall permit the 
playing of music or theatricals of any kind, or provide other amusements m his, her, 
cr its place of business or in connection therewith. 

(d) No licensee shall establish more than one bar under his, her, or its license. 
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(e) Except in cases of hotels, restaurants, and clubs, no licensee shall sell or dis- 
pense intoxicating liquors elsewhere than in the room in which the bar is located, 

(/) Only one entrance to a barroom from the street, which entrance shall be the on© 
mentioned in his, her, or its application for license, is permitted; and no other entrance 
to said barroom from any street, or from any public or private alley or passageway 
outside of the building in which a barroom license is granted shall be used or allowea 
unless the excise board shall especially permit an extra entrance upon written appli- 
cation flierefor by a licensee. 

(g) No licensee shall sell, give, furnish, or distribute any intoxicating liquors tm 
any female, nor permit any female to loiter or remain in nis, her, or its barroom;: 
Provided, 'niat bona fide guests of hotels, restaurants, and clubs having licenses t» 
sell intoxicating liquors may be served with liquors at meals in such hotels, restau- 
rants, and clubs during the time liguor may be sold: Provided fwrther, That no place 
shall be deemed a restaurant within the meaning of the excise law until the same 
shall have been declared such by action of the excise board. 

The provisions and prohibitions of this section of these rules and regulations became 
effective JuK first, nineteen hundred and thirteen. (14) 

Sec. 22. No place shall be declared a restaurant within the meaning of the excise 
law unless, in the opinion of the excise board, its kitchen and dining-room facilitiea 
are sufficient to i)repare and serve regular meals to guests. (14) 

Sec. 23. Intoxicating liquors may be served to females in restaurants (declared 
Buch by the excise board) only with meals, meaning food for the female costing im 
each case not less than 25 cents, and only in a dining room having at least one entrance 
from a public hallway or from a main or public dining room, and the entrance shal 
afford 9 full view of the interior of the dining room at all times, and neither a door nor 
other means for shutting off, or partially shutting off, such view shall be attached 
thereto or used in connection therewith. No licensee shall keep or maintain any 
dining room not open to full view from a public hallway or ? main or public dining 
room in the manner indicated herein. The closed door "private dimng room" is 
prohibited. 

Sec. 24. In the issuance of licenses no distinction shall be made between males 
and females: Provided, That no female, including female licensees, shall be permitted 
to personally dispense intoxicaing liquors. (14) 

Sec. 25. The application of the personal representative of a deceased licensee fcr 
rehmd, or for transfer of license, shall be accompanied by a certified copy of his, her, 
or its letters testamentary or of administration, as the case may be. (15) 

Sec. 26. That which is generally known in clubs as the ''locker system" is pro- 
hibited. (21) 

Sec. 27. Intoxicating liquors shall be dispensed only in sealed packages whea 
intended for consumption elsewhere than at the place of sale. What is generally 
blown as the "growler" or "bucket" trade is prohibited. 

Sec 28. The name of the proprietor and the word "caf6," "buffet,'' "bar," "bar- 
room," or "restaurant" only shall be displayed by the licensee on the building 
wherein a barroom license has been granted, except in cases of hotels and clubs. 

Sec. 29. Where a wholesale license has been issued, in addition to the name of the 
proprietor the words "wholesale liquors and wines" only shall be displayed on the 
outside of the licensee's premises, except in cases where merchandise other than 
intoxicating liquors is sola. The kinds and prices of liquors displayed in windows 
may be indicated by cards six inches square, and all other signs and cards advertish^ 
intoxicating liquors, visible from the street, are prohibited. 

Sec 30. Wherever intoxicating liquors are sold, the display of obscene pictures is 
prohibited. 

Sec 31. No licensee shall permit barrels, kegs, or cases to remain on the pavement 
in front of his, her, or its premises longer than is absolutely necessary. 

Sec 32. Two members of the excise board shall constitute a quorum for the 
transaction of business. 

Sec 33. Interested persons and their attorneys are admonished not to attempt to 
discuss pending questions with individual members of the excise board; all suck 
discussion must be had before members while sitting as a board and not otherwise. 

The foregoing rules and regulations were adopted by the excise board the twenty- 
third day of September, nineteen hundred and thirteen, and amended to this tentk 
day of September, nineteen hundred and fourteen. • 

Robert G. Smiih, Chairman, 
Henry S. Baker, 
Cotter T. BRroB, 
Excise Board far the District of Columbia. 

The Chairman. I have here a letter addressed to the excise board 
by Mr. Albert E. Shoemaker, your attorney, in which he sets out tha • 
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instances in which the board made changes in the law. Will you 
please read that letter for the information of the committee? 

Mr. Wilson. This letter reads as follows [reading] : 

Washinqton, D. C, September tS, 191S 
To the honorable the Excisb Board, District op Columbia, 

District Building, Washington^ D. C. 

Gentlbmbn: Yesterday and the day before you very kindlv accorded me oppor- 
tunities to express to you verballv the objections of the Anti-Saloon League to certain 
sections of your recently adopted rules and regulations authorized by the excise law. 
In order that these objections may be made a matter of record in your office, and so 
that there may be no misunderstanding of the attitude of the league in reference 
hereto, I desire to submit the following memoranda: 

Section 2: The words "as such," after the word "hotel," are objected to for the 
reason that they appear to permit the granting of a barroom license to a hotel with 
less than 50 bedrooms for ^ests; in other words, such a hotel may have a barroom 
license, which, in my opinion, is at variance with the law, which, in section 2, pro- 
vides that "Hereafter no license shall be issued to a hotel having less than 50 bedrooma 
lor guests." 

Section 3: This section is objected to for the reason that it defers the reduction of 
the number of barrooms on blocks from November 1, 1913, to November 1, 1914, which 
is at variance with the intent and purpose of the act. It is the duty of the excise 
board to refuse to rellcense more than four barrooms on any one block, and not more 
than three on one side of any block. 

Section 4: This section is protested for the reason that it defers the right and privi- 
lege of a member of the excise board to object to the granting of a barroom hcense 
within 300 feet of an alley occupied for residents, or places commonly called "slums," 
to November 1, 1914, wnich, in my opinion, is contrary to the expressed intent and 
purpose of the act. 

Section 5: This section is objected to because it permits the maintenance of bar- 
rooms and wholesale liguor establishments within 400 feet of public schoolhouses, 
established colleges, universities, and houses of religious worship for the year begin- 
ning November 1, 1913, contrary to what seems to be a plain provision of the law. 

Section 6: The last sentence of this section "that barroom licenses may be granted to 
hotels and clubs without restrictions as to location " is contrary to law and is protested. 
The law provides no exception in favor of hotels and clubs when it comes to their loca- 
tion in residence districts or on residence streets. This section is further protested for 
the reason that it permits the granting and maintenance of barroom licensee on a side 
of a street where less than 50 per cent of the foot frontage between intersecting streets, 
excluding buildings wherein oarroom licenses are held, is used for business purposes, 
until November 1, 1914, contrary to law. 

Section 8: This section is objected to because it permits licensing of wholesale 
liquor establishments on residence streets or in residence sections contrary to the 
expressed provisions of the law. 

Section 18: The expressed permission of the excise board given in this section for 
minors to enter wholesale liquor establishments where groceries or other merchan- 
dise are sold is objected to on the ground that the excise board has no power under 
the law to enact such a rule, as the same is contrary to the expressed provisions of 
the act. 

Section 24: This section is objected to because it is in violation of the spirit and 
plain intent of the law that females should not conduct bar rooms. 

The above-noted objections to your rules and regulations are not offered in an 
antagonistic sense, nor are they intended in any way to reflect on the conscientious 
work and fairmindedness of the members of the board. However, the constructions 
of the law objected to, if allowed to stand, will so vitally reduce the force and effect 
•f the law that this protest is made necessary. 

The Anti-Saloon League has a duty to perform on behalf of its large constituency 
in the District, which is anxious for the best possible results from the new law. With- 
out question, the act is a remedial one, and as such should be so administered; that 
Suestions arising under it involving doubt should be resolved in favor of the law and 
le community rather than in favor of the traffic in whatever form it takes. Believing 
thus, the Anti-Saloon League appeals to you to give further consideration to these 
matters before they are finally printed and given to the public. 

Very respectfully submitted. 

A. E. Shobmakbb, 
Attorney, Anti-Saloon League, District of Columbia. 
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Senator Thompson. Did you or they later receive a reply to this 
letter? 

Mr. Wilson. Yes; there was a reply received, and I have in my 
hand at this time an original copy of that reply, signed by the chair- 
man of the excise board, which was sent to me. 

Senator Thompson. What was the date of yom- letter ? 

Mr. Wilson. The letter of Mr. Shoemaker was dated the 25th of 
September, 1913. 

Senator Thompson. And the answer of the excise board is dated 
September 26, 1913? 

Mr. Wilson. Yes. 

Senator Thompson. Just read that letter for the information of the 
committee. 

Mr. Wilson. The copy of this letter reads as follows [reading] : 

ExcisB Board for the District op Columbia, 

Wdshingtonj September 26^ 191S, 
The Anti-SalooK League, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Sirs: The excise board is in receipt of your communication of the 25th 
instant, wherein objection is made to sections 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 8, 18, 24 of its rules and 
r^ulations, recently adopted. 

The sections will be considered here in the order mentioned. 

Sections 2 to 5: Your objections to sections 2, 3, 4, 5 deal exclusively with the 
question * * Shall any licensee who in the conduct of his business does not violate the 
law be deprived of his license or required to change his location prior to November 1, 
1914?" On this point the law reads: 

**In the issuing of licenses for barrooms it shall be the duty of the excise board to 
adopt such a policy as will reduce the number of barrooms, including those in hotels 
and clubs, to not exceeding three hundred by November first, nineteen hundred and 
fourteen, but no licensee who shall conduct his business within the law shall be de- 
prived of his license or required to change his location before November first, nineteen 
nundred and fourteen." 

It is the opinion of the excise board that Congress meant just what it said, that no 
licensee who does not violate the law shall be deprived of his license prior to Novem- 
ber 1, 1914. This view is not only supported by the language of the law, but also 
by the very clear expressions of views by Members of the House of Representatives 
on the floor of the House during the discussion of the excise law. 

The Hon. Edwin Y. Webb said: 

"We extend the time for the reduction of the number of saloons to 300 to November, 
1914. That gives the present barkeepers 18 months to sell out and close up business.'* 
(Cong. Record, vol. 49, No. 74, p. 4723.) 

The Hon. Swagar Sherley said: 

"It gives 18 months to men now in the saloon business to accommodate themselves 
to the new conditions. It does regulate by eventually reducing the number of saloons 
to 300, and included in that number are the clubs, wnich are limited to 25." (Cong. 
Record, vol. 49, No. 74, p. 4715.) 

Section 6. The excise board has declared that it was not the intention of Congress 
to eliminate clubs and hotels from the residential portions of the District. While the 
law recognizes only two kinds of licenses, "wholesale liquor and barroom licenses,'' 
it clearly distinguishes between a barroom as an institution and a barroom license. 
In paragraph 2 of the excise law, which excludes barrooms from residential streets, 
the law distinctly refers to "barrooms" and not to all institutions having "barroom 
licenses." The language of the law is: 

"Hereafter no Ucense shall be granted for the establishment or maintenance of a 
barroom or other place for the sale of intoxicating Uquors * * * in any residence 
portion of the District of Columbia; and it shall be the duty of the excise board to 
determine in the case of each application for license whether the location where the 
barroom is to be located is or is not within the business portion of the District, * * • 
Provided^ That no Ucense shall be granted for any saloon or barroom on any side of 
any square, block, or tract of land where less than fifty per centum of the foot frontage, 
not including saloons or hotels and clubs having barroom licenses * * *.'* 

In practically every other paragraph of the law hotels and clubs are expressly ex- 
empted from the restrictions placed on barrooms or saloons. And it is clear that in 
eliminating licenses from residential streets there was no intention to disturb clubs 
and hotels, the plain purpose of Congress being to wipe out barrooms as such. 
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Section 8. The law reads: 

** Hereafter no license shall be granted for the establishment or maintenance of a 
barroom or other place for the sale of intoxicating liquors, otherwise than in sealed 
packages and not to be drunk on the premises in any residence portion of the District 
of Columbia; * * * nor shall intoxicating liquors be sold at wholesale outside of 
the business districts as above provided." > 

A casual reading of this language leads to the conclusion that the opening sentence 
is directly contradicted by the closing one. A careful study of the entire paragraph, 
however, and of the entire excise law, indicates that Confess did not intend to 
eliminate from residential streets the fancy grocery stores which incidentally handle 
intoxicating liquors for the family trade. To reach the conclusion that wholesale 
licenses were to be excluded it would be necessary to eliminate from the law entirely 
the words "otherwise than in sealed packages and not to be drunk on the premises." 
The excise board is not of the opinion that the language quoted is meaningless. It is 
the duty of the excise board in construing the law to give effect to all of its language 
wherever by doing so a reasonable conclusion can be reached. The rules and regula- 
tions provide that the fancy grocery and liquor store is not to be eliminated from the 
residential streets, but that the large wholesale Uquor establishments shall be, thus 
giving effect to aU the language quoted. 

Section 18. The language of the law involved in this section is: 

"No minor under the age of eighteen years shall be allowed to enter or be permitted 
to remain in any place where intoxicating liquors are sold, other than a hotel, res- 
taurant, or club; * * */» 

While this language would appear to preclude permitting a minor in any store where 
intoxicating liquors are sold, the excise board concluded that Congress did not intend 
to prohibit the sending of a minor into a fancy grocery store for groceries because 
intoxicating liquors might also be on sale therein. It is to be noticed that minors are 
not permitted to enter or remain **in any place where intoxicating liquors are sold." 
This section of the rules and regulations expressly provides that no minor shall be 
permitted to enter or remain in the place in a store where intoxicating liquors are 
carried in stock or sold; that place must be railed off and minors are prohibited from 
entering therein. 

' Section 24. There is not one word in the entire excise law directly precluding the 
granting of a license to a female. At the time of the enactment of this l^slation 
more than 30 females held liquor licenses in the District of Columbia, and had Congress 
intended to legislate them out of business it could and would have said so directly. 
As showing a contrary intention, the language of paraj^aph 24 is: 

*'That in the interpretation of this section words of singular number shall be deemed 
to include their plurals, and words of masculine gender aaall be deemed to include the 
feminine, as the case may be." 

Respectfully, Jos. C. Sheehy, Chairman. 

The Chairman. What occasion have you had to observe the manner 
in which the excise board has conducted itseM in reference to the 
licensing of saloons and permitting them to operate in the District ? 

Mr. Wilson. Broadly speaking, 1 am of the opinion that the excise 
board has exercised its discretion as far as possiole on the side of the 
liquor interests. There is one case which was a flagrant violation 
of the law, in my opinion. Louise Gordon was permitted to operate 
a barroom, in violation of the law and without a license, from March 
15, 1914, until the morning of June 27, 1914, and it was then closed 
by reason of representation which I personally made to the Hon. 
Frederick L. Siddons, then Commissioner of the District of Colum- 
bia. I think I have somewhere a letter which I wrote on that 
occasion— a copy of it. On June 26, 1914, by chance I met Mr. 
Siddons in a lunch room. He asked me what I thought about the con- 
ditions at the excise board. I told him they were not very good; ' 
that there were some very unpleasant things occurring; and that 
the most striking one that I recalled at that moment was the per- 
mitting of a barroom to run at 407 Q Street without a license from 
March 15 until that time. That afternoon I wrote this letter to 
Mr. Siddons [reading]: 



Digitized by VjOOQIC 



EXCISE BOARD OF THE DISTBICT OF COLUMBIA. 43 

June 26, 1914. 
Hon. Frederick L. Sipdons, 

Commissioner of the District of Columbia, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Commissioner: Your attention is respectfully called to the continued 
violation of the excise law at 407 Q Street NW. This place is undoubtedly being run 
without a license. 

It M>pears John H. Gordon had a license for a barroom at said place. Mr. (jordon 
died February 13, 1914. On April 28, 1914, Louise Gordon, the widow, made appli- 
cation for a transfer of the license from the estate to herself. Under the law no transfer 
could be permitted after the expiration of 30 days from the date of John H. Gordon's 
death. A hearing on the application was had before the excise board May 19, 1914. 
Many cases have been heard and acted upon since that hearing and yet no decision in 
that case. This is all the more remarkable because in addition to the plain provisions 
ot the law the corporation counsel has filed an opinion in the case. If the excise 
board can permit tne violation of the law in this case the same course can be pursued 
in any number of cases. 

Not only as president of the Anti-Saloon League, but also as a citizen and as the 

owner of four nouses in that general locality, I request that as the commissioner in 

charge of the Metropolitan police you close the said saloon at 407 Q Street NW., by 

taking whatever measures may be necessary and proper to accomplish the purpose. 

Very respectfully, yours, 

Andrew Wilson. 

In response to that letter I received from Commissioner Siddons 
the one I hold in my hand. 
Mr. Wilson [reading] : 

Commissioners op the District of Columbia, 

Washington, June tl, 1914* 
Mr. Andrew Wilson, 

Attorney at Law, Evans Building. 
Dear Mr. Wilson: I have your letter of the 26th instant, calling attention to wha* 
you believe is a continued violation of the excise law at the place mentioned in you^ 
letter. Having ascertained that the corporation counsel was called upon to render 
an opinion in this very case, I have referred your letter to him with instructions to 
take such action as is appropriate, should his investigations lead him to conclude that 
there is a violation of the law as stated by you. 

Very truly, yours, F. L. Siddons^ 

Commisstoner. 

That matter was called to the attention of the excise board by the 
authorities, and on the morning of June 27, 1914, the said saloon was 
closed by order of said board. A new license, however, has been 
granted to Louise Gordon at said number, and the saloon is now in 
existence at that pla ce. 

The Chaikman. When was that new hcense granted, Mr. Wilson? 

Mr. Wilson. It was issued on the morning of the 31st of October, 
1914. 

The Chairman. What is it you are looking for now? 

Mr. Wilson. I was looking for a letter that I wrote protesting 
against the licensing of that place. It is in a residence section. 

Senator Thompson. Did you make that objection in the first place 
to the board, that it was in a residence section? 

Mr. Wilson. Not further than I have indicated in the letter, that 
I was a property owner in that commimity. Within a few squares 
of that place I happen to have four houses. Under date of October 
6, 1914, I wrote the following letter to the excise board [reading]: 

October 6, 1914. 
The honorable the Excise Board, 

Washington, D. C, 
Gentlemen: As a citizen and property owner I protest against the granting of the 
application of Louise Gordon for a barroom license at 407 Q Street NW. This place is 
in a residence district. 
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From March 15, 1914, to June 27, 1914, this place was operated without a license. 
The law contemplates that those who disobey the law shall not be licensed. While 
the law provides the excise board must act after conviction for ill^;al sales, the s|)irit 
of the law relates to the offense, the violation of the law, rather than the conviction. 

It is wholly imnecessary to recite the history of this case and the criticism it has 
occasioned. 

Very truly, yours, Andrew Wilson. 

The Chairman. Was there any reply ? 

Mr. Wilson. There was no reply by the excise board to that 
letter, and the license was granted. 

Senator Thompson. There is a saloon running there now ? 

Mr. Wilson. Yes; there was a few days ago. It has been about 
a week since I was by there. 

The Chairman. I beUeve you stated that you claimed that this 
saloon was located in a residence district, or a nonbusiness district? 

Mr. Wilson. Yes. 

The Chairman. Or on a nonbusiness street ? 

Mr. Wilson. It is on a nonbusiness street. It is in a residence 
section. 

The Chairman. It is at 407 Q Street NW., is it not? 

Mr. Wilson. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

The Chairman. Very well, Mr. Wilson. Now, give us what other 
instances have come within your notice as to the actions of the excise 
board in administering the laws relating to saloons and the liquor 
trafl^c. 

Mr. Wilson. If I may recur for a moment to the rules, I think 
there has been a very gross violation of the spirit of the law inissuinjg 
restaurant licenses to places called hotels which have less than 50 bed- 
rooms for guests. One of the chief reasons for the enactment of the 
Jones- Works law, as those who proposed it thought, was to get rid 
of a large class or to get rid of a large number of places of a class 
which were deemed entu'ely undesirable in the District of Columbia — 
places in which immoral practices were indulged. There was one case 
that came imder my observation as attorney, and the record of it is 
now in the courts, in the Court of Appeals. That was the case of the 
El Reno Hotel, which was immediately opposite the B. & O. Station 
here. I happened, upon cross-examination of the proprietor of that 
establishment in a divorce case, to ask him, when he presented his 
hotel registers, to read into the record for a certain day, to which I 
happened to open, for the cross-examination. The testimony in the 
case showed that there were 24 rooms available for guests. On the 
particular Sunday to which I opened and which I had the proprietor 
read into that record there were 47 regjistrations; 46 of them were 
of couples, and there were two rooms wmch had served three couples 
each on that particular Sunday. That came out in the case of Matte- 
son versus Matteson, the number of which I can not give, but in which 
I was counsel for Mr. Matteson. 

The Chairman. What was the character of that case ? 

Mr. Wilson. It was a divorce case. 

The Chairman. When was that case tried ? 

Mr. Wilson. It was decided on the 23d of December, 1910; and 
Mr. Justice Gould, in annoimcing the decision, stated that the El Reno 
and the Arizona and others, which he did not name — but he did name 
those two — were judicially known to the courts to be houses of assig- 
nation. That was the expression he used. 
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The Chaibmak. Did the present excise board give that place a 
license? 

Mr. Wilson. No; that was before this excise board; but I was giv- 
ing this as the reason. I was saying that these and many places of 
this kind formed the reason why the reform organizations of Wash- 
ington desired the enactment of a law which would preclude possibility 
of such conduct as that at the El Reno. This was in response to the 
question why we had asked for the enactment of this provision of the 
law, and that is somewhat nullified by the excise board. 

The Chaibman. Was not a bar conducted in this El Reno up to 
within the last year or two ? 

Mr. Wilson. It went out at the time the excise board decided that 
this law went fuUy into effect. I c^ not say when it did go out; but 
it is out now. 

The Chaibman. Did the present excise board refuse to license the 
El Reno, or have you any knowledge as to that ? 

Mr. Wilson. I have not any knowledge as to that. I do not believe 
this excise board did license the El Reno. 

The Chaibman. Do you know of any hotels that have been guilty 
of similar practices since the present excise board came into being ? 

Mr. Wilson. I have no personal knowledge, nor do I have any 
records. There are two ratner large hotels uptown that have been 
frequently charged with violation of the excise law, and I have no 
doiibt 

The Chaibman. I w:ould not say as to them, then. 

Mr. Wilson. No; I do not personally know. 

Senator Thompson. Who could give us that information; do 
you know? 

Mr. Wilson. The Grand Hotel has been in the courts. We have 
the record in the case of the Grand Hotel. That has been in the 
courts. 

The Chaibman. I will ask you if it is not a fact that a police officer 
made a report as to immoral practices in the Grand Hotel within the 
last few months ? 

Mr. Wilson. That is my imderstanding; that there is a report on 
file which the excise boara has as a part of their records, witn refer- 
ence to the Grand Hotel. 

The Chaibman. Have you a Ust of the hotels with less than 50 
rooms that have Uquor hcenses? 

Mr. Wilson. I have not, personally. 

The Chaibman. I have a hst here which purports to give the names 
of the hotels or hotel keepers who have saloon licenses, and who have 
less than 50 rooms [reading]: 

Geo. J. Bessler, 922 Pennsylvania Avenue NW. 
Gustav Buchholz, 1411 Pennsylvania Avenue NW. 
J. H. De Atley, 1222 Pennsylvania Avenue NW. 
Harvey Co. (Inc.), 1016 Pennsylvania Avenue NW. 
Charles Mades, 300 Pennsylvania Avenue NW. 
Henry M. Marks, 1000 E Street NW. 
John M. Perreard, 613 Thirteenth Street NW. 
Jos. Schladt, 1238 Wisconsin Avenue NW. 

It is evident that the Grand Hotel is not in this list. 
Mr. Wilson. No; it is a larger hotel. 

The Chaibman. It is a hotel with more than 50 rooms that has a 
liquor license, but which has been charged with being the rendezvous 
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for immoral and disreputable practices. Further evidence will be 
adduced on this subject later. ' 

Now, Mr. Wilson, any further instances the committee would be 
glad to have, since this board came into existence. 

Mr. Wilson. The board permits a be^ depot to exist which is at 
the edge of the mile limit of the Soldiers' Home, in Eckington, I 
was present at the hearing, and the beer establishment at that place 
changed its entrance so that the entrance to the place would not be 
withm the mile limit. 

The Chairman. Do you state about that from your personal 
knowledge ? 

Mr. Wilson. I speak from what I heard before the excise board 
and what I know of the action of the excise board, because I ap- 
peared in the case before the excise board; that is, I appeared against 
these places which had the depot within a mile of the Soldiers' Home. 

The Chairman. You have not personaUy examined that locality? 

Mr. Wilson. Yes, I have personally examined it. I know tne 
locality. I know what the testimony there has been. 

The Chairman. You know the entrance was changed ? 

Mr. Wilson. I know the entrance was changed, and the records of 
the excise board will show that. 

Senator Thompson. The place of drinking was just the same, was 
it not? 

Mr. Wilson. It was a depot from which beer was delivered to 
various parts, of the city. 

The Chairman. You protested against the location of this beer 
depot at this point, did you? 

Mr. Wilson. We did* and the Anti-Saloon League was repre- 
sented at the hearing by Mr. Shoemaker, and I was a£o there. 

The Chairman. The board took the position that that is not a 
saloon ? 

Mr. Wilson. No, it was not a saloon. It is a wholesale depot for 
the deUvery of beer and is doubtless run by one of the large out-of- 
town breweries as an agency or distributing plant of its products to 
the citizens of the District of Columbia, or others who care to buy. 

Senator Thompson. Was that place located within the mile limit? 

Mr. Wilson. The entrance was within the mile hmit. 

Senator Thompson. I am speaking of the place itseM. 

Mr. Wilson. A Uttle of it is, but most of it is out. The mile limit 
runs right through it, and they have arranged that the entrance is 
outside of the mile limit, but a part of the establishment is now 
within the mile limit, or was recently. 

The Chairman. Proceed. 

Mr. Wilson. There have been a large number of instances in which 
the licenses have been granted for places within 400 feet of schools 
and churches in the District of Columbia, if the measurements are 
made according to the law; that is, by the shortest course of travel, 
which I interpret to mean the shortest way that a man would walk 
over a pubUc right of way between the nearest entrances of the 
building. 

The Chairman. I will state that we are having the District sur- 
veyor make the measurements between the saloons and the chiirches, 
schools, coUeges, and universities that are claimed to be within 400 
feet of those saloons. 
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Mr. Wilson. I know that the attention of the excise board was 
called in writing to the distance from the north entrance of the New 
York Avenue Presbyterian Church to Mr. Schriner's place on Four- 
teenth Street, making the measurement at right angles, and that that 
distance was 375 feet; but there was no response to that communica- 
tion, and the Ucense was granted. I did nave a conversation with 
one member of the excise board in regard to it. 

The Chairman. What was that conversation? 

Mr. Wilson. I simply said to him, "This man is within 400 feet of 
this church — of the entrance to this church." He patted me on the 
shoulder and said, "Well, that is all right; that is all right." 

Senator Thompson. With whom did you talk ? 

Mr. Wilson. Cotter T. Bride. 

The Chairman. Was that all your conversation ? 

Mr. Wilson. That was practically all the conversation in regard 
to that at that time. 

The Chairman. Did you have any other conversation with Mr. 
Bride or with any other member of the board with regard to measure- 
ments? 

Mr. Wilson. Yes. 

The Chairman. State what it was ? 

Mr. Wilson. Mr. Bride stated to me that we could make our own 
measurements as well as the excise board could make them, and that 
he deemed that it would be wise for us to make them. He stated in 
substance that the measurement when it was made from the Eastern 
High School entrance to a saloon on that street was not properly 
measured by the excise board. He did not say in so many words 
that the measurement was made in a fraudulent way, but he did say- 
that " any of vou could pull back the end of a tape line to make it 
over 400 feet, or words to that eflFect; and he said that he did not 
carry the tape line; that another member of the board had it. 

The Chairman. Did you have any further conversations with Mr. 
Bride or with any other member of the board regarding measure- 
ments? 

Mr. Wilson. I do not recall any other conversation regarding 
measurement, except in reference to the Frank P. Hall case, after 
there had been two evenings occupied in the hearing of testimony 
against Mr. Hallos establishment. 

The Chairman. What was that ? 

Mr. Wilson. At that time Mr. Bride stated to me that it was 
impossible for him to hold out against the other two members of the 
board, and that Frank HaU^s license would have to be granted, he 
said, imless we could furnish very much more testimony than we 
had furnished. He stated that he had already had two rows with 
the other members of the excise board in regard to the matter, and 
he said, '*You must present more testimony;'' and then I said to 
him, '*Mr. Hall, when he was on the stand, testified that the alley 
was inhabited near his saloon, and there were a number of houses 
that were inhabited,'' and I said, ''Being inhabited, it only takes 
one man to prevent the issuance of that hcense," and I said, ''I am 
going to asK you to see that that miserable place is not again 
ucensed." 

Senator Thompson. What was the number of that place ? 

Mr. Wilson. That was at Seventh and K Streets SW., and the 
license was refused. 
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Senator Thompson. It was refused? 

Mr. Wilson. Yes. He stated that he would vote against it, and 
thOT cut it out. 

The Chairman. You say that was the case of Frank P. Hall? 

Mr. Wilson. Yes. 

The Chairman. He has a Ucense now, has he not? 

Mr. Wilson. No; not there. 

The Chairman. Is he not conducting a saloon now at No. 1000 
Seventh Street SW.? 

Mr. Wilson. I think that is his brother. 

The Chairman. Have you had conversations with any members 
of the board regarding any other matters connected with the excise 
law and its administration ? 

Mr. Wilson. I have, Mr. Chairman. 

The Chairman. WiU you state what those conversations were? 

Mr. Wilson. I had a conversation with Mr. Bride in regard to a placa 
on Pennsylvania avenue SE. My recollection is that it is between 
Sixth and. Seventh Streets, and the man's name is McDonald. As I 
recall, two licenses were refused upon this square — two transfers of 
licenses were refused upon this square — and later Mr. McDonald, 
either by himseM or through intermediaries, purchased from Mr. 
John F. Donahue a property which Mr. Donahue was holding at 
$5,200, and that, I was told, was the price paid to Mr. Donahue. 

The Chairman. You are now detailing what Mr. Bride told you! 

Mr. Wilson. Yes. Whether he had the information personally 
or whether he got it in some other way, I do not know, but I am telling 
you what he told me. 

The Chairman. All right. 

Mr. Wilson. And that either kis information was or that the fact 
was that Mr. McDonald had agreed to pay for that property with a 
bar in it and a license transferred to him, the sum of $19,500, and 
that the bar had cost approximately $2,500. I also had practically 
the same information from Mr. Wmiam H. Manogue, an attorney, 
former collector of the port of Georgetown. 

Senator Thompson. You say you talked this over with members 
of the board ? 

Mr. Wilson. I did; with Mr. Bride. 

Senator Thompson. And they issued a license there ? 

Mr. Wilson. They issued a license there. 

Senator Thompson. Have you in mind any other violations, as 
you construe the law, since the present board came into existence ? 

Mr. Wilson. Yes, I have; and I had occasion to write, or did 
write, to the board in regard to apparent irregularities which seemingly 
they might have prevented. On July 6 i wrote two letters. My 
copies, however, 1 think I furnished to Senator Jones prior to the 
time that he made his speech in the Senate, and I do not have them, 
but I have the reply to those letters here, under date of July 8, 1914. 

Senator Thompson. You called their attention to those matters, 
then, by letter ? 

Mr. Wilson. By letter. There were two matters to which I 
called attention in one of the letters. One was that an attorney had 
told me that a cUent of his had come to him and stated that the six 
saloon keepers opposite the Center Market on that street had been 
approached by a brewer who had stated that a certain attorney 
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must be employed — Joseph C. Sheehy was the attorney — otherwise 
they would not get their licenses. This lawyer told me this at Four- 
teenth and New I ork Avenue, and the name of the attorney is Michael 
J. Colbert, and another party was with me at the time. Judge Anson S. 
Taylor, who heard the statement made by Mr. Colbert. I called 
the attention of the excise board to that state of facts. I also wrote 
them concerning a rumor that large fees were contracted to be paid 
for the transfer of a Ucense to the Evans Building, where my oflB^ce 
then was. I asked them to investigate, and this is the response that 
I had to these two letters [reading]: 

. Excise Boasd fob the District of Columbia, 
Washington, July 8, 1914. 
Dear Sir: The excise board acknowledges receipt of yoiir two communications 
dated the 6th instant, referring, the one, to Thomas Raftery, who conducts a barroom 
at 234 Street NE., as furnishing intoxicating liquors to minors, in the presence of 
Messrs. E. W. Oyster and Alexander Mackenzie; uie other, to fees said to have been 
paid to attorneys, with an expression of your views as to what might be done in the 
premises. 

As to Mr. Raftery selling to minors, the gentlemen who witnessed such alleged 
sale could have filed their information with the corporation counsel, as provided in 
paragraph 18 of the excise law. 

The matter of fees for professional services, the board feelsj is one for attorneys 
and their clients on either side of the question. That iservices should not require 
extra large fee in any excise case is the board's belief, yet it also feels that the 
presence of attorneys should not be regarded with suspicion whatever the fee paid. 
As a matter of fact, the excise law does not contemplate the presentation of either side 
of any case througn attorneys. 

The excise board is grateful for the manner in which you have brought these matters 
to its attention, but can not see how, within its powers, the situations referred to can 
be improved at this time. 
Respectfully, 

R. G. Smith, Chairman, 
Mr. Andrew Wilson, 

Evans Building f City, 

The Chairman. Have you had any further conversations with mem- 
bers of the excise board ? 

Mr. Wilson. Yes; I had a number of conversations with members 
of the excise board at different times. One of the first conversations 
that I had, that I recall, was that with the then chairman, Mr. Sheehy. 
I asked Mr. Sheehy what thev were doing toward the investigation of 
violations of law, -and asked him if the inspector had inspected at aU. 
He said that he had not, but they were going to get him out to inspec- 
tion right away, and they knew there would be criticism if they did 
not do it. 

The Chairman. Have you had any conversation with any member 
of the board along the line of any collections being made for members 
of the board for any purpose ? 

Mr. Wilson. Yes; I have. 

The Chairman. Please state it. 

Mr. Wilson. Mr. Bride said to me, either as a fact or upon infor- 
mation, that two young men in Washington were collecting fimds for 
one member of the excise board. 

The CHAmMAN. Did he say from whom they were collecting the 
funds? 

Mr. Wilson. He intimated that they were — ^he did not say spe- 
cifically from whom they were collecting, but the inference was 

The Chairman. Well, I would not state that. 
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Mr. Wilson. We were talking of saloon keepers and their paying 
money for the purpose of getting their licenses and getting transfers oi 
licenses. That is what we were talking of at that time. 

The Chairman. Did he give the names of the young men 1 

Mr. Wilson. Yes. 

The Chaibman. What were they? 

Mr. Wilson. One was Mr. Columbus and the other was Mr. Baker's 
son. I think Mr. Columbus's initials are W. F., and Mr. Baker's son's 
initials I do not recollect. 

The Chairman. That is the son of Mr. Baker, a member of the 
excise board? 

Mr. Wilson. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

The Chairman. Did you have any further conversation that you 
now recall along those hnes, that would throw any light on the sub- 
ject matter of this investigation? 

Mr. Wilson. I recall it was stated to me that imdoubtedly large 
fees were being paid to attorneys. 

The Chairman. Now, who told you that ? 

Mr. Wilson. Mr. Bride told me that he understood lar^e fees were 
being paid to attorneys; but he stated he did not know miat became 
of the fees after they were paid. I do not know that he had personal 
knowledge, or that ne said that he did, that they were paid. 

Senator Thompson. Did he say anything about the amounts? 

Mr. Wilson. I am not sutq that he stated the amoimt in any case, 
except in McDonald's case to which I have referred. I know there 
were many suggestions of fees, but I do not know that they came from 
the board. 

Senator Thompson. What was that last statement? 

Mr. Wilson. There have been many suggestions of fees that have 
been paid, but I could not say that there were any of those that came 
from the board itseM, except in the McDonald case. 

Senator Thompson. You mean 

Mr. Wilson. That fees were being paid to attorneys for transfers of 
licenses — ^very large fees. 

Senator Thompson. Do you know anything about the amoimts 
charged, to be paid, or anything of the kmd ? 

Mr. Wilson. Not personally. We have the record in the case of 
Columbus V. Sheehy, where $5,500 was to be paid for the transfer of 
the Ucense to the Evans Building. 

The Chairman. Please state \raat that record was. 

Mr. Wilson. One McCarthy, who had had a Mcense down in south- 
west Washington, not far from the railroad tracks, applied for a 
transfer of Ucense to the Evans Building, 1420-1424 New York Ave- 
nue NW. He was represented in that case by W. F. Columbus and 
Joseph C. Sheehy. Mr. Sheehy was the former chairman of the 
excise board. At a time prior to this there was some talk of an 
attempted transfer to the Evans Building, when Mr. Sheehy was on 
the board, and I spoke to Mr. Sheehy about it, and Mr. Sheehy told 
me they would not permit a transfer of a Ucense to the Evans Build- 
ing; that it would be an outrage to bring it there. This Ucense was 
transferred by the excise board. I wrote, on July 6, a letter pro- 
testing against it. 

Senator Thompson. What year was that ? 

Mr. Wilson. 1914. I called attention to the large fees which it 
was said were being paid in that case. 
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Senator Thompson. Have you a copy of that letter there ? 

Mr. Wilson. I have not. I think that copy was furnished to one 
of the Senators. I haven't it now. The board, however, undoubt- 
edly has it as a part of its records. Mr. Sheehy and Mr. Columbus 
represented the apphcant at the hearing before the excise board, and 
were probably there an hour and a halior two hours. I was present 
throughout the hearing. The record in the court shows that a $500 
retainer was paid. Afterwards Mr. Sheehy received $2,500, and Mr. 
Columbus sued him for one-half of that sum. A copy of Mr. Justice 
Stafford's opinion gives all that data and his reasons for dismissing 
the action. 

The Chairman. Will you state the reason why he dismissed the 
action? 

Mr. Wilson. Because contracts to get transfers of Mcenses or to 
procure liquor Ucenses on a contingent fee are contrary to public 
poUcy and public morals. 

The Chairman. Did he hold that a contract for a fee immediately 
paid was contrary to pubUc policy ? 

Mr. Wilson. I think he did not touch that question. 

The Chairman. His holding was that a contingent fee given for 
the purpose of securing either a license or a transfer was contrary to 
public policy ? 

Mr. Wilson. Yes, Mr. Chairman; that is the holding. Perhaps, 
if I may be permitted, I might get a copy of the opinion and insert it 
here. ' • 

(The opinion of Justice Stafford is here printed in full, as foUows:) 

Supreme Court op the District op Columbia — ^William F. Columbus, Plaintiff, 
V. Joseph C. Sheehy, Dependant. 

attorney and client; contingent pees; public policy. 

1. A party having a claim against an individual or against the Government may 
lawfully agree with attorneys for a contingent fee to be paid the latter for services in 
prosecuting such claim. 

2. Where, however, the services to be rendered by the attorneys are to consist in 
securing the transfer of a liquor license from one location to some omer, and the agree- 
ment is for a contingent fee to be paid upon success in securing such transfer, the con- 
tract is against public policy and is therefore void. 

3. Where in an action by one of the attorneys so employed against the other to re- 
cover one-half of payments made by the client to defendant on account of such fee, 
held that the invahdity of the contract sued upon appearing from the affidavit of 
plaintiff no recovery could be had thereunder and judgment entered for defendant. 

At law. No. 57265. Decided November 6, 1914. 

Hearing on a motion for judgment under the seventy-third rule. Judgment for 
defendant. 

Mr. L. A. Bailey for the plaintiff. 

Mr. F. J. Hogan and Mr. D. W. Baker for the defendant. 
, Mr. Justice Stafford delivered the opinion of the court: 

The cause was heard upon the plamtiff's motion under the seventy-third rule for 
judgment in his favor for the amount claimed in his declaration upon the ^ound that 
the affidavit of defense, if true, is insufficient to defeat the plaintiff's claim in whole 
or in part. 

An examination of the declaration and fortifying affidavit shows that the plaintiff 
is attempting to enforce a contract that is clearly void as against public policy. Both 
the plaintiff and the defendant are practicing members of this bar. Prior to May 4, 
1914, one McCarthy, a proprietor of a barroom license in the District of Columbia, 
requested the plaintiff to secure the transfer of said license to another location, the 
place to which said license then applied being in a restricted district, under the terms 

84513»— S. Doc. 981, 63-3 5 
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of the excise law. Thereupon the plaintiff invited the defendant to join with him 
in the tendered employment. The defendant accepted the invitation, and the plain- 
tiff, the defendant, and McCarthy all subscribed a contract in the following words: 

**Fee agreement, made thia 4th day of May, 1914, between Dennis J. McCarthy, 
party of the first part, and William F. Columbus and Joseph C. Sheehy, parties of the 
■econd party is as follows: 

"1. The party of the first part hereby employs the parties of the second part to 
represent him before the excise board of the District of Columbia in the matter of his 
application for a transfer of his license from No. 332 Fourteenth Street SW. to the 
ground floor of the Evans Building, or elsewhere. 

**2. The party of the first part shall pay the parties of the second part a retainer 
of $500 and an additional fee of $5,000 should his license be transferred to the ground 
floor of the Evans Building or elsewhere. 

"3 The parties of the second part accept the employment aforesaid and will 
endeavor to secure the transfer of the license of the party of the first part." 

Thereupon McCarty paid the $500 retaining fee (»lled for by the contract and the 
same was divided equally between the plaintiff and defendant. After tiie public, 
hearing on the application for l^e transfer before the excise board, the plaintiff and 
defendant both participating therein, the board granted the transfer. Thereafter 
defendant collected $2,500 of the $5,000 continent fee from McCarthy and refuses 
to divide the same with the plaintiff. The plaintiff finding himself unable to collect of 
McCarthy, now seeks to recover in this action one-half of the $2,500 collected by the 
defendant, upon the theory that they were eciual partners in the business, and that 
anything collected by either must be equsdly divided between the two. It will not be 
necessary to consider the sufficiency of the defendant's affidavit, but it may be fadr 
to state that his position seems to oe that he was to have his fee of $2,500 whether 
the plaintiff received anything or not. 

The (^[uestion to be decided by the excise board was one to be determined in the 
public interest. McCarthy had no legal right to have his license transferred. (See 
the excise law, 37 Stat., 997.) McCarthy was not in the position of a claimant seeking 
to enforce a le^l right, and who might therefore employ attorneys upon a contingent 
fee. His position was more analogous to that of the defendant in Haselton v. Miller, 
reported under the name of Haselton v. Sheckells (202 U. S., 71), who had a parcel of 
real estate which he wished to dispose of to the Government, or like the parties in other 
cases referred to in that opinion who wished to secure contracts with the Government. 
In such cases it is well settled that a contract to pay an attorney a contingent fee for 
securing the contract or the purchase of the plaintiff's property by the Government is 
void, as against public policy, the reason being that it is of evil tendency in that it 
naturally tempts the attorney to the use of improper means to accomplish his client's 
purpose. In the present case, the amount of the contingent fee, $5,000, is so dispro- 
portioned to any legitimate legal services to be renderea as to furnish an additional 
reason for holding the contract to be one of evil tendency. The invalidity of the 
contract does not depend upon the questionable character of the services actually 
rendered or agreed to be rendered^ but results from the fact that its natural tendency 
is to prompt efforts which are against the public interest. In the Haselton case, the 
court assumed that the services were Intimate, but struck down the contract for 
the reason above stated, remarking that the court would not inquire what was actually 
done, inasmuch as the arrangement "necessarily invited and tended to induce 
improper solicitations and intensified the inducement by the contingency of the 
reward." 

. It is undoubtedly legal for parties to stipulate for a contingent fee to be paid for 
services in prosecuting a plaintiff's claim against an individual or against the Gov- 
ernment, but in such cases the claim is a demand of some matter as of right. The 
present case does not belong to this class. In the class of cases to which this does 
belong the plaintiff has a nght to employ an attorney to represent him and has a 
right to pay such an attorney for his services, but he has not a right to do so upon a 
contingent fee for the reason above stated. The brief filed for the plaintiff proceeds 
upon the theory that wherever the plaintiff has a right to employ a paid attorney 
he has a right to engage the attorney upon a contingent fee. A manufacturer woidd 
have a right to employ and pay an attorney to appear before a committee of Congress 
and show such reasons as he could why a certain duty should be imposed upon the 
class of goods manufactured by his client, but certainly he could not employ the 
attorney upon a contingent fee. In our view the present case falls within tnis class. 

It may be urged by the plaintiff that judgment can not be rendered against him upon 
his own motion because tne proceedings under the seventy-third rule arejnerely col- 
lateral and are to determine whether or not the plaintiff is entitled to summary judg- 
ment. In answer thereto it must be said that the contract in question is ill^l. The 
plaintiff by his motion refers not only to his own declaration, but also to his affdavit 
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in support thereof. As soon as the court perceives the illegal nature of the contract 
it is in duty bound to dismiss the suit. The plaintiff by his own affidavit puts himself 
out of court— by his own solemn oath in laying the contract before the eyes of the 
court. It seems unnecessary to cite authorities in support of such a proposition, but 
in the case of Oscanyan v. Arms Co. (103 U. S., 261) an officer of the Turkish Govern- 
ment was employed on a commission by an American corporation to sell its products 
to the Turkish Government through his influence witii its officials. The nature of 
the contract appeared upon the opening statement of the plaintiff's counsel to the 
jury, and the court at once directeii a verdict for the defendant. Of that action the 
Supreme Court says: 

" So in a civil action, if it should appear from the opening statement that it is brought 
to obtain compensation for acts which the law denounces as corrupt and immoral or 
declares to be criminal * * * the court would not hesitate to close the case with- 
out delay." 

Later on, in the same case, the court says: 

**Here the action is upon a contract which, according to the view of the judge who 
tried the case, was a corrupt one, forbidden by morality and public policy. * * ♦ 
Aflfluming for the present that such was a sound view, the objection to a recovery coulfl 
not be obviated or waived by any system of pleadin^^, or even by the express stipu- 
lation of the parties. It was one which the court itself was bound to raise in the 
interest of the due admiipstration of justice." 

In the case of Coppell v. Hall (7 Wall., 542) a suit was brought upon a contract 
whereby the plaintiff, a neutral, had agreed with the defendant, a citizen of one of the 
belligerents, to protect with his neutral name shipments made by the defendant into 
the other belligerent State, where trade between citizens of the belligerents was for- 
bidden. In reversing a judgment given in favor of the plaintiff after a waiver by the 
defendant of the point of ill^;ality, the court said: 

"Whenever the illegality appears, whether the evidence comes from one side or 
the other, the disclosure is fatal to the case. No consent of the defendant can neutral- 
ize its effect." 

In thus rendering judgment in favor of the defendant, on the motion of the plaintiff 
under the seventy-third rule, we are not departing from the decisions of the court cl 
appeals in regard to cases arising under said rule, for those decisions were not rendered 
in cases in ^mich the contract sued upon was illegal from its inception: Lawrence v, 
Hammond (4 D. C. Ap., 467, 473-474; 22 Wash. Law. Rep., 749), Bailey v. D. C. 
(4 D. C. Ap., 356, 370; 22 Wash. Law Rep., 735), Booth v. Arnold (27 Ap. D. C, 287, 
291; 34 Wash. Law Rep., 289), Thompson v. Custis (35 D. C. Ap., 247, 250.). In fact, 
the same court said in Brown v. D. C. (29 Ap. D. C., 273, 281; 35 Wash. Law Rep., 
163): 

''The opening statement * * * admitted a fact that discharged all possible 
right of recovery in the action. It was in the interest, tlierefore, of the speedy admin- 
istration of justice to act upon the admission when deliberately made and avoid 
the delay that would be caused by the production of the evidence." 

It is unnecessary to pursue tJhe subject further. The plaintiff stating that he can 
not amend, judgment must be rendered for the defendant. ''In pari delicto potior 
est conditio defendentis." 

Senator Thompson. You say that fee was $5,500 ? 

Mr. Wilson. $5,000 was the fee. There was $500 retainer and 
$5,000 contingent upon getting the transfer. 

Senator Thompson. lk&. Columbus sued Mr. Sheehy ? 

Mr. Wilson. Yes. 

Senator Thompson. For $2,500, one-half of the contingent fee ? 

Mr. Wilson. Yes. Well, he sued him for one-half of $2,500| 
which Sheehy had collected; $2,500 had not been collected. 

Senator Thompson. Was there a written contract for $5,500 ? 

Mr. Welson. Yes, Senator; a written contract. 

The Chaibman. Mr. Sheehy had been a member of the excise 
board, had he not? 

Mr. Wilson. He had been chairman of the excise board. 

The Chaibman. He resigned from the excise board and became 
an attorney for those desirmg licenses from the board? 

Mr. Wilson. Yes; and appeared frequently before the boards 
and has been very active on behaM of the liquor interests since hia 
resignation took eflFect. 
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The Chairman. Give us what further information you may have' 

Mr. Wilson. In attempting to say what we thought was a decided 
tendency to favor the liquor mterests, I took the liberty, on October 
26, 1914, of writing the excise board a letter calling their attention 
to some of the criticisms that were being circulated concerning them, 
and I have a copy of that letter here. 

The Chairman. Does that letter state what are purported to be 
facts or mere reports ? 

Mr. Wilson. Some of them are facts; and then, at the end, I took 
the liberty of giving the rules of construction from a number of cases, 
which ought to have been applicable to the construction of this law. 

The Cb^irman. Have you a copy of that letter — an extra copy? 

Mr. Wilson. I have not an extra copv. 

The Chairman. Does it throw any lignt on violations of the law ? 

Mr. Wilson. It calls attention again to violations. It calls atten- 
tion to the case of Mr. Rafterjr. 

The Chairman. Go ahead with your statement and bring up what- 
ever cases you have not referred to before, and you can refer to that 
letter as a basis for any cases that are referred to in it. 

Mr. Wilson. I asked them how they could explain why Thomas 
Raf tery was permitted a transfer after the evidence produced before 
them showed that he had, in fact, paid for the destruction of protests, 
when the law required them to consider protests. I said [reading] : 

What comment can we make upon the statement made by a member of the board 
immediately after that evidence was produced in the Raftery case to the effect, "Now 
that you have the evidence, what does it amount to? It amounts to nothing." 

The Chaieman. To what member of the board did you have 
reference ? 

Mr. Wilson. Henry S. Baker. 

The Chairman. Did you hear him make that statement ? 

Mr. Wilson. I did not. May I state, to whom it was made and 
my authority for it ? 

The Chairman. Yes. 

Mr. Wilson. Albert E. Shoemaker, the attorney for the league. 

The Chairman. Very well. Would you prefer to enlarge on that 
Raf terycase now, or is that sufficient reference to it ? 

Mr. Wilson. I think that is sufficient reference to it. You will get 
the record in the case, and their own record will show those facts. 

I also referred to the Ebbitt House case, where certain imcon- 
tradicted testimony was given which showed a state of affairs shock- 
ing to the moral sense, and said that the chairman of the board stated 
in substance what another member said in the Raftery case, "Now, 
that you have the evidence, what does it amount to ? We will not 
consider it," or something to that effect. 

The Chairman. To what testimony do you refer ? 

Mr. Wilson. I refer to th^ testimony of 

The Chairman. Wood ? 

Mr. Wilson. Yes, of Thomas Wood; I think his name is Thomas 
Wood. 

The Chairman. Taken in what proceeding ? 

Mr. Wilson. Taken in the hearmg in regard to the Ebbitt House 
case, as to whether or not a license should be granted in that case. 

The Chairman. At what time ? 
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Mr. Wilson. Before the issuance of the hcenses this year. It 
probably was in October. 

The Chairman. 1914? 

Mr. Wilson. 1914. 

The Phairman. You were protesting on behalf of the Anti-Saloon 
Lea^e against the renewal oi a license for the Ebbitt House ? 

}&. Wilson. That was the attitude of the Anti-Saloon League, and 
we were protesting on that ground. Hearing was had. Mr. Wood 
bad been employed at the JEbbitt House. 1 have seen him there 
often myself, and he testified Goncemiug the furnishing of Uquors to 
girls, and certain things which he had seen there. 

The Chairman. Where can we find that testimony ? 

Mr. Wilson. The records of the excise board in the Ebbitt House 
case will show it if the testimony was written up. It was taken in 
shorthand, as I understand, at me time. 

The Chairman. Very well. 

Mr. Wilson. Nothing further need be said about that, but when 
the chairman of the board said in substance that no consideration 
would be given to this testimony, Mr. Baker said **Amen! Amen! " 

The Chairman. Did you hear that or was that said before Mr. 
Shoemaker ? 

Mr. Wilson. No, sir: Mr. Shoemaker. 

The Chairman. Well, we will get Mr. Shoemaker on the stand a 
little later. 

Mr. Wilson. But this is what I put in the letter to them. 

The Chairman. Mr. Shoemaker, m his capacity as attorney for the 
Anti-Saloon League, of which you are president, had told you about 
these remarks of a member of the excise board ? 

Mr. Wilson. He did, and I wrote them concerning it. This letter 
I imderstand is going in evidence. 

The Chairman. Have your their reply? 

Mr. Wilson. There was no reply to this letter. 

The CHAiRBiAN. You say there was no reply? 

Mr. Wilson. There was no reply to this letter. 

The CHAiRBiAN. What are the points in that letter, Mr. Wilson, 
that you consider of special importance? You may indicate them 
briefly. 

Mr. Wilson. I called their attention, after referring to the case at 
the Evans Building, to the fact that there were many other stories 
of large fees, in some instances much larger than in the fivans Building 
case, and in which the insinuations were quite as impleasant. Then 
I asked them ''Upon what theory can we explain the open bar at 
407 Q Street NW., where no Ucense was in existence from March 15, 
1914, to June 27, 1914?" 

Then I asked them [reading] : 

**How can we explain the apparent attitude that the shortest course of travel is 
not the most direct route across a public right of way.*' 

Then I called their attention also to the fact that [reading]: 

" In one instance it is reliably reported the board took £he attitude that Congress 
had inadventently omitted to state that clubs could be licensed in residental dis- 
tricts, and that the board would supply the omission." 

The Chairman. I understand they do take that position? 
Mr. Wilson. Yes; they practically have it in that letter; but they 
made the pubUc statement as well as in writing. 
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Senator Thompson. There are a number of clubs in residential dis- 
tricts, are there not ? 

Mr. Wilson. Yes; quite a number of them. 

Then I called their attention to an expression of Senator Jones; not 
by name, but I said: (reading) 

"You had before you an expression of the view of a man whose name the law 
bears as to the intention of Congress on the question of fire limits in the westem 
section of the city. The ruling was in favor of the liquor interests. There is no 
law to compel you to grant any license in that disputed zone." 

The Chairman. Now, state briefly what the westem zone case is. 

Mr. Wilson. There are a number of saloons on M Street in George- 
town. There are two particularlv bad ones, from our viewpoint, 
west from Thirty-fifth Street. The putting in of this amendment 
was for the purpose, primarily, of cutting out those saloons, and one 
at Tennallytown. At the time the law was passed Thirty-fifth Street 
was the westem limit on M Street, Shortly after the passage of the 
law an application was made by certain interested parties to get the 
fire limits extended to Thirty-seventh Street, and tne then Conmus- 
sioners of the District of Columbia extended the fire limits to Thirty- 
seventh Street, and the board held that it was proper for them to 
Kcense these two places. 

The Chairman. Did you protest against these licenses ? 

Mr. Wilson. We did. 

The Chairman. And you recited the fact that at the time this 
few was enacted. Thirty-fifth Street was the westem fire limit ? 

Mr. Wilson. Yes, we did. 

The Chairman. And the law provided that no saloons should be 
licensed west of that limit? 

Mr. Wilson. West of the fire limit ? 

The Chairman. Yes. 

Mr. Wilson. They held that the act did not go into effect until 
July 1, and that the fire limit was Thirty-seventh Street, July 1, and 
tihat tne law contemplated the fire limit at Thirty-seventh Street, 
and granted the licenses. 

The Chairman. Evidently contrary to the intention of the Jones- 
Works excise law. 

Mr. Wilson. Before that action was taken they had a letter from 
Senator Jones which had been written to Mr. Shoemaker, and which 
I^aw and know was transmitted to them, as to his views of the matter, 

I further called their attention to this fact [reading]: 

** The authors of the law are grieviously disappointed because the inspector pro- 
vided by law has not inspectedsaloons in the sense in which saloons should be in- 
q>ected. For this the inspector is not responsible.'' 

Then I quoted the ruleis of construction, briefly in the letter. 
(The letter above referred to is here printed m full, as follows:) 

OCTOBEB 26, 1914. 
The honorable the Excise Board, 

Washington^ D. C, 

Gentlemen: One of the grave questions confronting us in relation to excise matten 
in this District is how to justify what has been done when called upon so to do by 
legally constituted authority or by the citizens of the District of Columbia responsible 
lor the Jones-Works law. In some instances it is respectfully submitted that some 
of us, though in close touch with the situation and presumed to know, are unable to 
commend what has been done. 

Let me illustrate: 
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How can we explain why Thomas Raf tery was permitted to transfer after the evi- 
dence produced before you showed that he had m fact paid for the destruction of 
protests when the law requires you to consider protests? What comment can we 
make upon the statement made oy a member of the board immediately after that 
evidence was produced in the Raftery case to the effect "now that you have the 
evidence, what does it amount to? It amounts to nothing/' 

After the hearing in the Ebbitt House case, where certain uncontradicted testimony 
showed a state of affairs shocking to the moral sense, it is said the chainnan of your 
hosid stated in substance what another member said in the Raftery case and further 
indicated that such testimony would be given no consideration to which statement 
by the chairman Mr. Baker said, "Amen! Amen!*' Are these expressions given at 
the verv time by a majoritv of the board to be taken as the moral standard of such 
officials? What other conclusion is possible? If such is the moral standard, what 
have the various cooperating forces responsible for the enactment of this law to hope 
for in its administration? 

The Evans Building case will not down. A prominent citizen who might in some 
contmgencies have occasion to deal officially upon certain phases of it in referring to 
the attorney's fee in that case said "The human mind can reach but one conclusion." 
A prominent lawyer not identified in any way with the Anti-Saloon League spoke to 
me of excise conaitions and referred to them as being a public scandal. He did not 
specify the particulars and was not asked for them. In this same case an eminent 
jurist said "It was a great mistake to permit that place to have a license." Another 
eminent jurist here said to me "It is ^e utmost folly for the United States to permit 
saloons to exist." Numerous nonofficial citizens have expressed their views in strong 
tenns in this case. There is not the least doubt the board could have avoided all this 
comment by refusing the transfer. The applicant's attitude mav be easily surmised. 
He certainly would not have agreed to pay what he did unless he thought he would 
get his money's worth. An attorney for the liquor interests recently stated in my 
office tiiat the attorneys in that case had often done more work for $10 than ]khey did 
in that case. Then why such-fees? Before the transfer was granted I wrote to you 
and asked that you investigate. You replied, but you did not investigate and you did 
grant the transfer. 

There are may other stories of large fees, in some instances much larger than the 
Evans Building case, and the insinuations are quite as unpleasant. 

Upon what theory can we explain the open bar at 407 Street, northwest, where no 
license was in existence from March 15, 1914, to Jime 27, 1914? 

Now, how can we explain the apparent attitude that the shortest course of travel 
is not the most direct route across a public right of way? In the opinion of many a 
contrarjr holding would not only be unjustifiable in law, but must subject the board 
to criticism which could be avoided by the board. A contrary holding in my opinion 
would be a violation of the act which you have sworn to support. 

In one instance, it is reliably reported the board took the attitude that Congress 
had inadvertently omitted to state tnat clubs could be licensed in residential dis&cts 
and that the board would supply the omission. 

You had before you an expression of the view of a man whose name the law bears 
as to the intention of Congress on the question of fire limits in the western section of 
the city. The ruHng was in favor of the liquor interest. There is no law to compel 
you to grant any license in that disputed zone. 

The authors of the law are grievously disappointed because the inspector provided 
by law has not inspected saloons in the sense in which saloons should be inspected. 
For this the inspector is not responsible. 

We have to deal with a traffic whose attributes are so well known that characteriza- 
tion is useless. Certain evidences have been presented to you. It has been powerful 
enough to secure the removal of police officers who were not desired, and has per- 
sistently violated the law. 

Upon one occasion in a statement before the board I took the liberty of quoting from 
certain eminent authorities named by me only to be told a few hours afterwards that a 
member of the board stated that I certainly did not believe what I had said in that 
statement. Notwithstanding that experience, I am now going to ask your indulgence 
while I quote from legal aufliorities on the rules of construction. I do this because 
of the importance of me matters before you and because when excise affairs in this 
District are sifted to the bottom by competent authority, as now seems probable, it 
may not be said tiiat the rules of statutory construction were not presented to you. 

In Heydon's case, 3 Bep., it is stated. thsA, it was resolved by the barons of the 
exchequer as follows: 

"For the sure and true interpretation of all statutes in general, be they penal or 
beneficial, restrictive or enlarging of the common law, four things are to be discerned 
and considered: 

"First. What was the common law before the making of the act. 
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''Second. What was the mischief and defect for which the common law did not 
provide. 

** Third. What remedy the Parliament hath resolved and appointed to cure the 
disease of the commonwealth. 

** Fourth. The true reason of the remedy * * *." 

In construing a statute, the courts may recur to the history of the times when it 
was passed, in order to ascertain the reason for its passs^e, as well as the meaning of its 
provisions. (U. S. v. Union Pacific R. R. Co., 91 U. S., 72.) 

In Piatt V. Union Pacific Railroad (99 U. S., 48, 64) it was said: "But in endeavoring 
to ascertain what the Congress of 1862 intended, we must, as far as possible, place 
ourselves in the light that Congress enjoyed, look at things as they appeared to it, 
and discover its purpose from the language used in connection with tne attending 
circumstances.*' 

In Siemens v. Sellers (123 U. S., 276, 285) the court said: "No doubt, the words 
of the law are generally to have a controllic^ effect upon its construction; but the 
interpretation of those words is often to be sought from the surrounding circumstances 
and preceding history." 

In the case of the Church of the Holy Trinity i/. United States (143 U. S., 457-463) 
Mr. Justice Brewer in delivering the opinion said: "Again, another guide to the 
meaning of a statute is found in the evil which it is designed to remedy; and for this 
the court properly looks at contemporaneous events, the situation as it existed, and 
as it was pressed upon the attention of the legislative body. * * * It appear 
also from the petitions, and in the testimony presented before the committees of 
Congress.'* 

Sincerely, yours, Andrew Wilson. 

The Chairman. Very well. What other cases have come within 
your knowledge? Will you discuss the alley cases? Do you know 
anything about them, about the saloons that are located within 300 
feet of (usreputable alleys ? 

Mr. Wilson. There are quite a number of them; I do not know 
how many and I have not discussed that with the board, except with 
one member of the board, and that was Mr. Bride. I discussed that 
at the time of the Frank Hall case, and also on one or two other 
occasions when I met him on the street. 

The Chairman. Do you know anything personally about cpndi- 
tions in Jackson Alley? 

Mr. Wilson. I do not. 

The Chairman. Or in Wylie Court NE. ? 

Mr. Wilson. No, sir. 

The Chairman. Or in Snow Court? 

Mr. Wilson. I have no personal knowledge. 

The Chairman. Do you know of your own personal knowledge as 
to whether or not there has been an evasion of the law as to wholesale 
liquor houses ? 

Mr. Wilson. I know that wholesale liquor houses have been 
licensed in resident districts which, accordmg to my information, 
are in violation of the law. One of them has been licensed next door, 
or practically next door, to a house that I own in a residence section. 
The place is on Fourth Street, just where New Jersey Avenue cuts 
into it, northwest. On October 21, 1914, 1 wrote this letter in regard 
to this place [reading]: 

October 21, 1914. 
The honorable the Excise Board, 

District Building, Washington, D. C. 

Gentlemen: There is a wholesale place kept by L. J. Cohen at 1400 Fourth Street 
NW. It so happens that Fourth Street is mei^ed into New Jersey Avenue at this 
point. The house and lot next to the building m which this wholesale place is kept 
IS numbered 1410 New Jersey Avenue NW. I happen to be the owner of the last- 
mentioned property and protest against the issuance of a wholesale license to said 
Cohen or any other person at said place. I am informed by persons who live in the 
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community that much liquor is sold to women at JJiis place and that it is altogether 
an undesirable resort for rough people. 

Very truly, yours, Andrew Wilson. 

That place is still open. 

Senator Thompson. What reply did they make to that ? 

Mr. Wilson. None. 

Senator Thompson. What is the date ? 

Mr. Wilson. October 21, 1914. 

The Chairman. What do you know about evasions of the law 
with reference to saloons on one side of a business block? 

Mr. Wilson. I know of one instance which, in my opinion, is an 
evasion of the law, and that is on the north side of E Street, between 
Thirteenth and Fourteenth Streets NW., where I believe tnere were 
five barrooms prior to the 1st of November of last year. 

The Chaibman. Can you state the names of those five? 

Mr. Wilson. I can name some of them. There was Shoomaker's, 
Gerstenberg's, Bush, Miller, and Engel. 

The Chairman. What happened with reference to those five saloons 
when this law went into effect ? Do I understand you to say the five 
saloons were there on one side of that block after this law nad gone 
into effect? 

Mr. Wilson. Prior to November 1, 1914. The holding of the 
excise board was that the law did not force these places out imtil after 
November 1, 1914. 

The Chairman. On November 1, 1914, what happened to these 
five saloons? 

Mr. Wilson. Bush went out of business. <ACller Bros, failed to 
get a license. My recollection is that there were 297 licenses issued. 
Miller Bros, apphed for one of the licenses, changed the opening of 
that place from Pennsylvania Avenue, or E Street and Pennsylvania 
Avenue^ fronting practically on both at that point, to Fourteenth 
Street, just around the comer, and the entrance is there now and the 
license was granted by the excise board. In my opinion that is a 
clear evasion of the law, and in my opinion, to-day Miller Bros, are 
violating the law in selling without a license that is valid. 

The Chairman. The entrance is now just aroimd the comer on 
Fourteenth Street ? 

Mr. Wilson. Yes. 

Senator Thompson. The drinking is just where it was before ? 

Mr. Wilson. Yes. 

The Chairman. The body of the saloon is just exactly where it 
was before ? 

Mr. Wilson. Yes; without any rearrangement so far as I know, 
except as to the entrance.* 

Senator Thompson. Is the barroom in the same place^ and are the 
bottles in the same places ? 

Mr. Wilson. I really could not say as to the bar. I have not 
been inside the place. 

The Chairman. We will be glad to hear anything else you have. 

Mr. Wilson. I had another conversation with another member 
of the excise board in regard to lewd pictures in the barrooms. 

The Chairman. Yes. 

Mr. Wilson. A rule of the board prohibits lewd pictures in bar- 
rooms. Mr. Cotter T. Bride told me that upon their tour of inspec- 
tion of the excise board they went into the St. James Hotel, and there 
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was a figure of a nude woman, a picture on the side of the wall, and 
that he told the proprietor there that that was no place for that pic- 
ture, and it must be draped. He told me that he had gone back 
Afterwards, and that it had been draped, but that it had been draped 
in such a way that it was more suggestive than it was before — so 
draped that certain parts of the figure were exposed that made it 
^ven more suggestive. On my way up here to-aay, at 3.45 o'clock, 
Mr. Shoemaker and I entered that barroom for the purpose of looking 
-at that picture to see whether it was there or not, ana we found the 
picture there, and it is draped. It is on the east wall of the barroom, 
And at the center of the picture there is a space approximately 5 or 
<& inches wide which is not draped, and over which there was no 
cloth hanging. There is a door lust to the north of where this picture 
stands out into what was probably at one time a stairway, ana upon 
that is a picture of a nude woman, or of a mermaid. The lower 
limbs appear to become a part of a fish before the lower part of the 
limbs is reached. 

The Chairman. Those pictures are suggestive and obscene? 

Mr. Wilson. They are. 

The Chairman. Thej are there to-day ? 

Mr. Wilson. Thev were there to-day at a quarter of 4 o'clock. 

The Chairman. Very well. Have you anything else that you 
think would be of interest or assistance ? 

Senator Thompson. What do you know of the evasion of the law 
relative to saloons being nearer schoolhouses or places of public 
worship than the excise law provides ? 

Mr. Wilson. I thin^ there are many violations of the law, because 
they have used wrong measurements, wrong methods of measure- 
ments; and where wrong measurements have not been used in 
some instances I think mat there is a plain violation. I think 
there is a violation in the Eastern High Scnool case. I think there 
is a violation — ^I am absolutely certain of it — ^in the case of Mr. 
Schriner's place and the New York Avenue Presbyterian Church. 
Costello's place down at Sixth and G Streets is immediately across 
the street from a Jewish synagogue. To be sure there is a bicycle 
place imder it, but I think that is a violation of the law. I thmk, 
likewise, the Central Union Mission is a house of rehgious worship, 
And there are one or two saloons within 400 feet of that. I am 
informed that it was held by the board — I can not say certainly 
that they so held — that that is not a house of reUgious worship in 
the sense in which they construe the excise law. 

Senator Thompson. They claim that it must be a church edifice 
and used exclusively for that purpose ? 

Mr. Wilson. Yes; I imderstand that is their construction of the law. 

Senator Thompson. And the same way with schools ? 

Mr. Wilson. Yes; I think so. There is a case at First and F 
-Streets SW., in which there is a building that is used for public wor- 
ship that is within about 100 feet of a saloon. I do not recall the 
name now. Mr. Shoemaker will probably know about that. There 
is a case where a man purchased property and expended large sums 
of money before he could have legitimately known that he was goii^ . 
to get a transfer of a license. There are numerous cases of that Kino, 
which, if investigated, will be disclosed. 

The Chairman. What do you know about the Anacostia case ? 
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Mr. Wilson. I know that the licenses were handed out on the 
morning of October 31, 1914. I happened to be there at the time 
when they were handed out, or when the announcements were made, 
rather. The court record of November 4 showed that there had 
been certain trusts given on certain property in Anacostia. The 
people in Anacostia cooperating with the Anti-Saloon League had 
protested vigorously against any saloons being located in that 
vicinity. Upon an examination of the record, Uber 3746, folio 241, 
of the land records of the District of Columbia, I found a deed of trust 
from Thomas J. and Annie L. Leonard to Frank E. Elder and Stanley 
D. Willis, dated October 31, 1914, recorded November 3, 1914, in the 
liber and folio which I have mentioned, to secure Julius Maxman 
$7,218.85, 20 notes monthly of $350 each, falling due in from 1 to 20 
months, and then a note for $218.85 due in 21 months after the date. 
This was secured on lot 12 and part of lot 11 in square 5769. I think 
it was formerly No. 45 Harrison Street, and it is now known as No* 
1245 Good liope Road, by the number. On the same day the 
same parties to the same trustees gave a chattel trust on the liquor 
business at said place, and that chattel trust is recorded in liber 3746, 
folio 244, et seq. I do not know anything about what was done with 
this money. I simply call attention to it, that it attracted my 
attention. 

The Chaibmak. Is it not a fact that that saloon in Anacostia is 
located in a nonbusiness block? 

Mr. Wilson. I can not say, Mr. Chairman, just what the percentage 
of business is there, nor have I examined recently, and I do not now 
hold in mind just what the situation is in regard to that. 

The Chairman. Is it not a fact that there was an overwhelming pro- 
test by the citizens of Anacostia against that location of a saloon there ? 

Mr. Wilson. There was. There were many hundreds of people 
that appeared before the excise board against the granting of that 
license, and they had the protest of a very large number, as their 
records will show. 

The Chaibman. I think that covers about all of it ? 

Mr. Wilson. Yes. 

The CHAiBBiAN. Very well. You may stand aside for the present. 

(At 6 o'clock p. m. the committee adjourned until to-morrow, 
Wednesday, February 24, 1915, at 10 o'clock a. m.) 
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SECOND DAY. 



WEDNESDAY, FEBBTTARY 24, 1016. * 

Special Committee, 

United States Senate, 

WasTiingtoUy D. C. 
The special committee met, pm^uant to adjournment, at 10 o'clock 
a. m., in the room of the Committee on Indian Affairs of the Senate, 
in the Capitol. 
Present: Senators Sheppard (chairman), Thompson, 'and Jones. 

TESTIMONY OP ME. ANDREW WILSON— (Besumed). 

The Chairman. Mr. Wilson, do you know of any instances where 
two saloons are being nm imder one license ? 

Mr. Wilson. I so consider the place at 1942-1944 Fourteenth 
Street NW. As I imderstand, the license appHcation was made by 
O^Hanlon & O'Connor for 1944 Fourteenth Street NW. They at one 
time had two entrances, 1942 and 1944. One of them has been closed 
up. Mr. Cotter T. Bride had told them that they must close one en- 
trance; so to-day there is an entrance at the south side of 1942 Four- 
teenth Street. Opening the door and entering, the first part of the 
room at 1942 is cut off oy swinging screen doors opening into 1942; 
that is, farther in, in 1942. A part of the wall between 1942 and 1944 
has been removed, and in the space, or a part of that space, are two 
swinging screen doors. There is a bar extending along the north side 
of 1942, making a sort of a horseshoe aroimd through this opening 
and extending down on the south side of 1944 Fourteenth Street. At 
a quarter to 9 o'clock thk morning there were bartenders on both 
sides, in both places. I transferred there on the street cars and I 
made it my business to go in, I went in and looked over it just a 
moment and went out again. 

Senator Thompson. What are the names of the parties who run 
that place ? 

Mr. Wilson. O^Hanlon and O'Connor are the men who run it. It 
is Patrick O'Hanlon, and I have forgotten Mr. O'Connor's initials. 

Senator Thompson. Do they conduct that business under one 
license ? 

Mr. Wilson. There is but one license there, as we understand. 

I think that Geyer's, at 1823-25-27 Fourteenth Street — perhaps 
only two of those numbers, but along about there — on the east side 
of Fourteenth Street, also is conducted at two places. Our interpre- 
tation of the law is that they are only entitled to a license at one 
place, if entitled at all. I think, too, that probably Mr. Xander's 
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place on Seventh Street has a wholesale bar and a retail bar. Mr* 
Shoemaker knows more about that than I do. They are right adjoin- 
ing each other. He probably has two licenses, however. 

1 wish to state, if I may, in relation to yesterday^s statement, that 
I deem section 7 of the rule, or rule 7, to be entirely without warrant 
of law. There is an attempted segregation here of wholesale licenses 
into classes, where the law makes but one kind of wholesale licenses. 
It says [reading] : 

Beginniiig November 1, 1914, wholesale licenses (to sell intoxicating liquors in 
quantities of 5 gallons and over) shall not be granted on any side of a street where less 
than 50 per cent of the foot frontage between intersecting streets, etc. 

I think the part included in parenthesis there is wholly imcalled 
for, and makes a division of wholesale licenses entirely beyond the 
power of the board to make. 

Senator Jones. Do you know of any basis for that 5-gallon limita- 
tion thOT put in there ? 

Mr. Wilson. No, sir; there is none. 

Senator Jones. Did you ever hear them give any reason for that? 

Mr. Wilson. I did not. The only imaginable excuse I can see is 
that they desired some means of giving wholesale licenses in residence 
districts, and hit upon this method to do it. It would have been very- 
much better, from our viewpoint, if the right of sale in 5-gallon quan- 
tities had been given in residence districts and the other had oeen 
given in business districts. 

I think also that section 15 of the rules making a distinction as to 
the sealed original package is erroneous. 

Senator Jones. Here is their definition [reading] : 

A "sealed original" package comprehends a package not filled at the time of sale, 
but one carried in stock, whether filled on the premises of the licensee or elsewhere. 

Mr. Wilson. My opinion about it is that a sealed original package 
would be a package that was sealed when it came into the possession 
of the dealer, the Ucensee, and that it is not one which is sealed by 
him. 

Senator Jones. About the sealed packages, have you any informa- 
tion about how that trade is carried on at any of these so-called 
wholesale places ? 

Mr. Wilson. Not at this time. Senator. There was a time when, 
as a matter of general repute, it was carried on in jars such as our 
housewives use m seaUng up fruit; Mason jars. 

Senator Jones. You say it was carried on in that way? 

Mr. Wilson. Yes. They would take the jars and fill them with 
beer and screw the tops down; and they considered that to be a sealed 
package. 

Senator Jones. In other words, a person would take the jar in there 
with them, and it would be filled there, and the top screwed on, and 
that was called a sealed package, and they were allowed to take it 
away? 

Mr. Wilson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Thompson. That is in wholesale places ? 

Senator Jones. That is in wholesale places, as I understand it, 

Mr. Wilson. I beUeve they did that in the wholesale places, too; 
and I think that that was the way they attempted to get around it, 
in selling in that way; but I think that really took the place of the 
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growler trade in the retail place when they abolished the growler^ 
so called. 

Senator Jones. You have no personal knowledge of it ? 

Mr. Wilson. I have no personal knowledge, however. 

The Chairman. Do you know as to whether paragraph 16 requiring 
*'that no license, either wholesale or barroom. shaU be issued to any 
person or for any t)lace located within 1,000 leet of the grounds of a 
marine barracks, Ine War College, and Engineer Barracks, or of the 
navy yard, in the District of Columbia," has been violated ? 

IMfr. Wilson. I do not. 

The Chaibman. Do you know one John J. Madden ? 

Mr. Wilson. I do not except by reputation. 

The Chaibman. Do you know Thad. B. Sargeant? 

Mr. Wilson. I do. 

The Chaibman. Who is he ? 

Mr. Wilson. Well, Thad. B. Sargeant is, or has been for a number 
of years, a real estate operator in Washington. 

The Chaibman. Have you had any conversation with Mr. Thad. B. 
Sargeant regarding this hcense matter? 

Mr. Wilson. I have, on two or three occasions. He came to my 
office in the Evans Building and expressed his appreciation of the 
efficient work that the Anti-Saloon League had done in keeping 
Mr. Madden, who was his cUent, from getting a transfer of license 
to Fourteenth Street, and then to a place near the Eckington Pres- 
bvterian Church, and then to a place on B Street near tne Center 
Market, and later he called at my office in the Woodward Building. 
I might say that I left the Evans Building on August 19, 1914, the 
day that the bar was opened in the Evans Building. Mr. Sargeant 
came to my office in the Woodward Building and talked about an- 
other matter for a moment, and then he began talking about the 
excise board. He stated that at first he beueved that the excise 
board was a straightforward and honest board, but he said that he 
had been compelled to change his mind, and I said to him, ''Mr. 
Sargent, what is the matter now?'' ''Well,'' he said, "you know I 
represented Madden, and that you beat us out in three places." I 
said, "Yes." He said, "Well, I met him a day or two ago, and I 
said to him 'You got your license transferred out on Four-and-a-half 
Street.' He said, 'Yes.' " 

The Chaikman. Mr. Wilson, you mean that he said he represented 
Madden in three attempts to get a hcense to run a saloon ? 

Mr. Wilson. Yes. 

The Chairman. In each one of those attempts that he made for 
Madden the Anti-Saloon League was successful in resisting him ? 

Mr. Wilson. In defeating him, yes. 

The Chaibman. Fortransfer of license? 

Mr. Wilson. Transfer of hcense. 

The Chaibman. Go ahead. 

Mr. Wilson. Then he said to Mr. Madden, "Why did vou not let 
me represent you this time when you got your transfer?'' He said, 
"I have done all this work for you for nothing, now, and then you 
get your transfer and I am left out." Mr. Madden, so Mr. Sargeant 
told me, rephed "Oh, you don't know how. You don't understand. 
It takes money to do this thing, and you don't know how to do it." 
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Then Mr. Sargeant said he said to Mr. Madden, ''You don't mean to 
say that you had to buy the excise board?" And Mr. Madden's 
reply was, as Mr. Sargeant related it to me, "Sure; what else could I 
mean?'' 

The Chairman. Mr. Madden finally succeeded in securing a 
transfer ? 

Mr. Wilson. He did, and he was represented by Mr. Joseph C. 
Sheehy when he got his transfer. 

Senator Jones. A former member of the board ? 

Mr. Wilson. Former chairman of the board; a man, I regret to 
say, who might not have gotten there if other steps had been taken 
which might have been taken in 1913. 

The C^iRMAN. Is there anything else, Mr. Wilson ? 

Mr. Wilson. I think of nothing furtner unless your honorable 
committee desire to ask some furtner questions. 

The Chairman. Do you know why Mr. Sheehy resigned ? 

Mr. Wilson. Only this. Mr. Sheehy said to me that he resigned 
because he had to make a Hving for himself and prpvide for his babies 
for the future; that there was not money enough on the excise board 
for him. 

The Chairman. Do you know the salaries of the board ? 

Mr. Wilson. I do; $2,400 a year each. 

The Chairman. The chairman gets no more than the other two 
members ? 

Mr. Wilson. No more. 

The Chairman. That will do for the present, Mr. Wilson. 

(The witness was thereupon excused.) 

TESTIMONY OF M|t. ALBERT E. SHOEMAKER. 

(The witness was sworn by the chairman.) 

The Chairman. State your full name. 

Mr. Shoemaker. Albert E. Shoemaker. 

The Chairman. And your profession? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Lawyer. 

The Chairman. What is your position, if any, in connection with 
the Anti-Saloon League? 

Mi\ Shoemaker. I am attorney for the Anti-Saloon League of 
the District of Columbia. 

The Chairman. What is your business address and your home 
address ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. My business address is the Woodward Building, 
Fifteenth and H Streets, and my home address is Friendship Heights, 
Md. 

The Chairman. How long have you been a resident of the District 
of Columbia? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I am not an actual resident now. Senator. I am 
living just over the District Hne in Montgomery Coimty, Md. 

The Chairman. For all practical purposes, however 

Mr. Shoemaker. My whole life has been spent in the District of 
Columbia, practically. 

The Chairman. Your whole life has been spent in the District of 
Columbia ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; my education was received in this city and 
I have been in business iiere for 23 years. I have lived here a part 
of that time. 



Digitized by VjOOQIC 



EXCISE BOABD OF THE DISTBIGT OF OOLUMBIA. 67 

The Chaibbcak. How long have you been in the law practice here ! 

Mr. Shoemaker. Since 1892. 

The Chairman. As attorney for the Anti-Saloon Lea^e. what 
occasion have you had to know of the workings of the excise board ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I have been attorney for the Anti-Saloon League 
for a httle more than 20 years, and as such attorney I have been in 
constant touch with the work of the excise boards from that time 
until this time. I have represented the Anti-Saloon League and 
protestants at practically all hearings on applications for licenses, 
either transfers and renewals of licenses. 

The Chairman. Have hearings been held on practically all trans- 
fers and licenses that have been granted ? 

Mr. Shoebcaker. Hearing were granted on practicallv all ap- 
plications for transfers of hcenses under this new law, ana hearings 
were granted on nearly aU applications for renewals of licenses as 
well. 

The Chairman. Was extensive testimony taken in these hearings 
as a rule ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; as a rule, in connection with the transfer 
of Hcenses, of which there were a great many. During the fall of 
1913, directly after the law went into effect, there were a great many 
transfers. 

The Chairman. At these hearings, in the matter of transfers and 
appUcations for original license, were the applicants generally repre- 
sented by attorneys ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Generally; yes, sir. Li a few cases they were not 
represented by attorneys. 

The Chairman. What attorneys are most prominent in the busi- 
ness of representing applicants for license and transfers ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Mr. Alexander H. Bell, Mr. Michael J. Keane, 
Mt> R. L. Montague, and Mr. Joseph C. Sheehy. 

The Chairman. Mr. Sheehy is tne man who was chairman of the 
present board when it was firat organized under the new law ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; he was the first chairman of the new board 
and he served until, I think, in April. 

The Chairman. Had he been in this business of representing appli- 
cants for licenses and transfers before he was chairman of the Doard ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. He had not been. I had nevOT met him or seen 
him prior to his becoming a member of the board itself. 

The Chairman. And you had been constantly at hearings before 
old boards ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Constantly appearing; yes. 

The Chairman. For many years ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. So far as I know, he had never appeared 
in a case before. 

The Chairman. How long did he serve as chairman of the board 

Mr. Shoemaker. He served from September 4, when he took the 
oath of office. 

Senator Thompson. Of what year? 

Mr. Shoemaker. 1913. He served until some time in April, 1914. 

The Chairman. He then resigned and became 

Mr. Shoemaker. He resigned, and soon afterwards became a 

Jractitioner before the excise board. His first case I recall was the 
[adden case, referred to by Mr. Wilson. 

84518*— 8. Doc. 981, 88-8 8 
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The Chairman. In connection with one case he was sued for a 
division of fees, was he not ? 

Ifr. Shoemaker. Yes; he was sued in connection with fees paid by 
Denis J. McCarthy, who applied for a transfer of license to the Evans 
Building, 1424 New York Avenue. I may say that Mr. Sheehy had 
his office in that building, as I had mine. 

The Chairman. He had his office in the Evans Building? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; he had his office in the Evans Building. 
I had mine, and Mr. Wilson had his, in the same building. Mr. Sheehy, 
when a member of the board, appeared always to be opposed to a 
grant of a Ucense for a barroom in that building. He talked to me 
about it some time prior, when there were rumors of appHcations. 
On one occasion, just shortly before his resignation, we met in leaving 
the building for the District Building, and he remarked to me about 
these rumors of appUcations for Ucense in the Evans Building, and 
he said, "Shoemaker, if they do make appHcation in this building, I 
should Uke to exchange places with you.'' I told him that I would 
be very glad to exchange places with him. 

The Chairman. He meaning, evidently, that he wished to be an 
attorney to resist it ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; he was so much opposed to it that he would 
like to have me preside in his place, and he appear in opposition to it, 
as I understood him. 

The Chairman. The evidence in that case showed the amoimt of 
the fee that he was to get, did it not ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. The suit came on some time after the license was 
granted, over a dispute between two attorneys. 

The Chairman. Who were they? 

Mr. Shoemaker. They were Mr. Columbus — I have forgotten his 
initials. 

The Chairman. W. F. ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. W. F. Columbus. Mr. Columbus had repre- 
sented Mr. McCarthy, who had a hcense on Fourteenth Street oW. 
near the Bureau of rrintiug and Engraving. 

The Chairman. You say that he had represented him ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

The Chairman. In respect to what ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. The transfer of his license. Mr. McCarthy was 
so sure that he could not continue after the 1st of November, 1914, 
that he sought to transfer his hcense. 

The Chairman. And he employed Mr. Columbus ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; he employed Mr. Columbus, and I think 
he made possibly three efforts .to transfer his hcense. 

The Chairman. Was that while Mr. Sheehy was chairman of the 
board ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

The Chairman. He made two or three efforts to transfer to the 
Evans Building ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Not to the Evans Building, but elsewhere. Ho 
made one appUcation, I believe, on upper Fourteenth Street. These 
appUcations were all refused, and shortly after Sheehy had resigned 
and his resignation had been accepted Mr. McCarthy made an appli- 
cation for transfer of his barroom license to the Evans Building. 
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The Chairman. Before jon leave that point, now, do you know why 
Mr. McCarthy's applications for transfers were declined while Mr. 
Sheehy was president of the board ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I do not know. There was some opposition to 
them, not strong cases against them at all, but tiiere was some oppo- 
sition. I remember the case on Fourteenth Street where there were 
some few protestants. 

S^iator Thobcpson. Had the applications for the transfers to the 
Evans Building been made before he went oflF the board ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. No; these were applications for transfers elsewhere 
while he was chairman of the board. The McCarthy application for 
the Evans Building was not made imtil after he went on the board. 

The Chairman. Yes; all right. 

Mr. Shoemaker. Mr. Columbus sought Mr. Sheehy to assist him, 
and Mr. Sheehy drew up a contract. I talked with Mr. Columbus 
himself about this, and the record also shows the contract provided 
that there should be a retainer of $500 and a fee, contingent upon 
the granting of the transfer of $5,000. 

The CHAntMAN. Was the retainer fee to be divided equally between 
the two ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; it was divided. 

The Chairman. The $5,000 contingent fee was to be divided also ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. It was to be diviaed equally also under the terms 
of the contract. It appears from the record of a suit of Columbus 
against Sheehy that Mr. Sheehy collected $2,500 of the $5,000, and 
lk&. Columbus claimed one-half of that. Mr. Sheehy refused to paj 
him, and Mr. Columbus brought the suit against him. The smt 
came up before Mr. Justice Stafford, and he threw the case out of 
court on the ground that such fees in Uquor cases were contrary to 
pubUc poUcy and good morals. In connection, as I understand it, 
with that case, Mr. McCarthy placed a large trust on his place oi 
business to cover the expenses of his transfer. 

The Chairman. After thi^ suit for part of the fee had been thrown 
out on the groimd that is was contrary to pubhc poUcy and good 
morals, did Mr. Sheehy continue to appear before the excise board 1 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

The Chairman. In many cases ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I do not just recall when that court decision was 
handed down. 

The Chairman. He has continued, however, to appear before the 
board? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Oh, yes; before the board. 

The Chairman. He is an attorney in good standing before the 
excise board ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Absolutely. 

Senator Thompson. Do you know anything about why the other 
12,500 was not paid ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I do not know, except my imderstanding was, I 
think from Mr. Columbus, that McCarthy did not have any more 
money to pay at that time, or something of the kind. He tried to 
collect it, but failed. 

The Chairman. You heard the testimony of Mr. Wilson yesterday 
afternoon ? 
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Mr. Shoemakeb. I did. 

The Chaibman. You heard him testify as to what you had said 
to him as to what members of the board had said to you regarding 
evidence you had adduced in certain cases ? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. Yes. 

The Chaibman. Do you remember those cases ? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. Suppose I take up those cases ? 

The Chaibman. Go ahead and take up those cases that Mr. Wil- 
son referred to. He referred to conversations with you regarding 
them? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. Simply as to the conversations, or the whole 
case? 

The Chaibman. I want you to corroborate, if you can, what Mr. 
Wilson said. I want to know if you can corroborate him ? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. The Thomas Kaftery case was one of the most 
flagrant that came to my notice. Mr. Raftery had a Ucense in 
the northeast section of the city, located in a strictly residential 
neighborhood, and he sought a transfer to 406 H Street NE. He 
entered into a contract to buy the property, and made apphcation 
for the transfer. Some weeks before the hearing on the application, 
a citizen and business man conducting business at 406 H Street, a 
Mr. Fitzsimmons, sent to us for assistance, for protest blanks, 
and for instructions as to how to proceed to prevent the license 
from going in. We sent him the protest blanks and the necessary in- 
structions, but did not hear from him promptly. No protest had 
been filed. I discovered that the day before the hearing. 

That same day I had information from two sources tnat the pro- 
tests, which had been niunerously signed, had been bought and 
destroyed. I had not time to inVestigate the matter that afternoon, 
and was assured that there were some citizens who would testify 
about the protests. When I attended the hearing next morning there 
was only one citizen Uving in the immediate neighborhood present. 
Judge Strider who was an owner of propertv on that block was also 
present. I proved by the citizen present that he had signed a pro- 
test, that he saw it a second time, and that more names had been 
added to it, but he knew nothing further about it. Judge Strider had 
not seen the protest. When the anpHcant himself wag on the stand 
he swore that ne had never seen or heard of a protest; that, however, 
he had paid to Mr. Fitzsimmons, to whom we had sent the protest 
blanks, $100, with a promise, if the Ucense was granted, of another $100 
for vacating the building when required to do so. Upon that show- 
ing I asked the board for a continuance of the case to give us 
time to investigate the charges. The chairman, Mr. Sheehy, per- 
emptorily refused a continuance. I insisted, and he continued to 
refuse, and there was no continuance. He did say, however, that 
protests might be filed the next day if they, should come in. I did 
not get a chance to go into the matter directly, and a day or two 
afterwards I received a protest, not on the form that we sent out, 
but a protest with a few names, protesting against the transfer of 
that license. That protest I filed promptlv, before the board acted 
upon the apphcation and granted the transfer. Later the transferee, 
it was disclosed, was unable to get possession of No. 406 H Street, to 
which he had been transferred, ana the excise board gave a hearing 
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to find out why he had not transferred his Ucense. That was a month 
or more afterwards, and then it was shown that there was some 
trouble between the licensee and the owner of the property. 

A short time after the hearing application was made by Mr. Raf- 
tery for a transfer to No. 420, on the same block, and a hearing was 
granted upon that apphcation, and there was some considerable 
number oi protests filea against it. 

At the hearing I objected to proceeding imtil the board had recon- 
sidered and refused tne grant of the license to No. 406 H Street. 
The board refused to take such action and went on with the hearing. 
The morning of the hearing Mr. Fitzsimmons, who had secured the 
protests and who, it was an^ed, had riven tnem up for a compen- 
sation, called me up at my office over we telephone and asked me if 
there was a hearing on the appUcation that day, and I told him yes. 
He said, "I think that I had better come down. I have heard so 
much about this transaction that I think I will be glad to tell my 
story to the excise board,'' or words to that effect. 1 urged him to 
come down, and he did come. We went on with the hearing that 
morning but did not reach him, and the board took a recess until 
the afternoon. 

Mr. Fitzsimmons said to me that he did not think he could return 
that afternoon; that he was busvj being a tailor, he had a number 
of suits to get out, and some of nis customers were prominent men. 
and he did not want to disappoint them. I urged him to come, and 
asked the board to tell him to come. The board seemed to hesitate 
to do it, but finally said, '^Mr. Fitzsimmons, if Mr. Shoemaker wants 
you to come, come.'' 

They manifested no interest, apparently, in having him come. At 
the afternoon session he had not appeared wh^i we wanted him, and 
we went on with the case and got as far as we could without him, and 
then asked for a delay in order that Mr. Fitzsimmons might have time 
to get there, and I had him called up by telephone at nis store and 
he said he would come at once. The board said, *^ We will give you 
10 minutes, and if he does not appear we will go on with the case." 
}ii. Sheehy, who was then his attorney, together with Mr. Michael J. 
Keane, objected very strenuously to the delay, and objected to hav- 
ing his testimony. The 10 minutes expired and the board ordered 
the case to be resmned. I asked for a further delay, and while talking 
about it Mr. Fitzsimmons came in. He was immediateljr put upon 
the stand and testified in substance to this effect: '^ I was in business 
as a tailor at 406 H Street and I permitted the notice card to be tacked 
on the building. I thought it over afterwards, and realized that it 
would be a great inconvenience to me and seriously interfere with my 
business, it bein^ in tiie spring of the year, and I went to my attorney 
and consulted him as to what I should do. My attorney advised me 
to tear the card down, and I tore it down. Mr. Rafteryj the appli- 
cant, came to me shortly afterwards and made a proposition to me 
that if I would agree to permit the building to be posted and to give 
possession of the building when required and not to protest against 
nim, he woiild give me $100, and in case the license was granteof $100 
more." 

The Chaibmak. Did he also include as consideration the offer of 
destruction of any protests? 



Digitized by VjOOQIC 



72 EXCISE BOABD OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. I asked Mr. Fitzsimmons if he had the 

Erotests that he had signed at that time. He formerly testified that he 
ad circulated a protest and had gotten it numerously signed, giving 
the names of many of the signers. I asked him if there was any- 
thing said about the protest. He said, ''Yes, I had the protest with 
me and showed it to Mr. Raftery and asked him what I should do 
with it. I just destroyed it in his presence.'' 

The Chairman. Did he get the $100 at that time? 

Mr. Shoemaker. He got the $100 at or about that time, and he 

fot the other $100, I understood him to say, later. I asked him if 
e knew anything further about protests, and he said yes; that a day 
or two afterwards Mr. Raftery again came to him with other protest 
blanks and asked him to circulate them against himself. 

The Chairman. How was that ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. That Raftery came to him with other protest 
blanks and asked him, Mr. Fitzsimmons, to circulate these additional 
protests. 

The Chairman. Mr. Fitzsimmons testified to that before the 
excise board ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. He testified to that before the excise board; 
that Mr. Raftery, the applicant, came to him with other protest blanks 
and asked him to circulate them against himself; that is, against 
Raftery. 

The Chairman. Did he say why ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. He did not say at that time. He said, ''I did 
not know just what that meant, ana I went down to Mr. M. J. Keane's 
office and asked him about it, whether I should do it or not, and 
why it should be done, and he said, 'Yes, circulate them in order to 
keep the protest aUve*; and I took the protests and did circulate 
them, and I secured quite a number of signatures of property owners 
and residents on the protests and turned them over to Mr. Kaftery.'' 
That was the testimony of Mr. Fitzsimmons at that hearing in sub- 
stance. Mr. Raftery himself, upon cross-examination, in tiie pres- 
ence of Mr. Fitzsimmons admitted that he had heard of the protests 
and had seen the protests, contradicting his testimony given at the 
former hearing when he said that he had never heard of or seen them. 

The Chairman. To what protest did he refer then, the original, 
real protest ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. The original protest. 

The Chairman. Did he admit that he asked Mr. Fitzsimmons to 
circulate this protest afterwards ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. He did not admit that, no. 

The Chairman. Did he deny it ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. No; he did not deny it, but he did not admit 
it. I am not sure about that, but he did not deny it, as I recall. 

The Chairman. The record will show that. 

Mr. Shoemaker. The record of the excise board will show that, 
I think. After the argument of the case and the hearing was con- 
cluded Mr. Baker called me over to him — ^Henry S. Baker, a mem- 
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self, and after what I have said in my argument, nothing further that 
I can say will enUghten you/' 

The Ghairman. This was Mr. Baker, one of the members of the 
excise board ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Of the excise board, yes, sir. The license appli- 
cation for No. 420 was refused. Remember that the grant for the 
transfer of No. 406 was still in existence, although he was not occu- 
pying No. 406, but was running a barroom at his old stand, at Third 
and C Streets NE. I have forgotten the number. 

Shortiy after this application for a Ucense at No. 420 was refused, 
Mr. McCfarthy took possession of No. 406, and remodeled the build- 
ing at apparently lai^e expense, and entered it as a saloonkeeper, ' 
and the license for that place was renewed for the year beginning 
November 1, 1914. 

The Chairman. They granted Mr. Raftery a transfer to No. 406 ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

The Chairman. After this testimony had developed, the testi- 
mony to which you have referred in regard to No. 420 ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Not exactly that. Senator. They had granted 
the transfer to No. 406 in the first instance, and the appUcant was 
unable to take possession of the building, having some trouble with 
the owner of the building. 

The Chairman. Yes. 

Mr. Shoemaker. While that was pending, after he had been granted 
a transfer and before he had taken possession of No. 406, he made 
appUcation for No. 420 H Street. The board taking no further 
action with reference to No. 406, the grant for No. 406 was on the 
records, standing? 

The Chairman. Had you contested the appUcation for No. 406? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Oh, yes. 

The Chairman. On what groimds? 

Mr. Shoemaker. On the groimd that it was in a residential section 
of the city, very largely; there were not manv protestants there. 
Judge Stnder was there, and he protested on the groimd of having 
property in the neighborhood; and one other citizen who had signed 
the protest that was destroyed was present. After we foimd out 
these protests had been destroyed we asked for a continuance, and 
that is where the trouble came. 

TTie Chairman. Had the protests been destroyed with reference 
to No. 406 also? 

Mr. Shoemaker. The protests that were destroyed were entirely 
with reference to No. 406. 

The Chairman. That was the building in which Fitzsimmons had 
an office ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. In which he had a tailor shop. Mr. Thomas 
Raftery had a saloon at the comer of Third and C Streets NE., in a 
residential section. He desired a transfer to No. 406 H Street, and 
'made application for that place. Mr. Fitzsimmons, who was the 
tenant m the building, havmg a tailor shop there, sent for protest 
blanks, and they were furnished him. He circulated those protest 
blanks, but they were not filed prior to the hearing, and the informa- 
tion came to us that the protests had been destroyed. At the hear- 
ing next day a citizen appeared and swore that ne had signed the 
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protest, had seen it the second tune, and that others had signed it 
meanwhile, but he knew nothing further about it. The applicant, 
Mr. Raftery, swore that he had not seen or heard of the protest. 
Upon that showing I asked the board for a continuance, to give us 
an opportunity to investigate those charges. The board refused. 

The Chairman. Up to tms time, now, nothing had been said about 
No. 420? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Nothing. y 

The Chairman, Now go Siead. 

Mr. Shoemaker. Mr. Sheehy was then chairman of the board and 
he refused to grant a continuance, and the hcense was in a few days 
granted to No. 406; but owing to some trouble between the owner 
of the property and Mr. Raftery — ^Mr. Raftery was trying to buy the 
property — he was unable to take possession of it; and a month or 
two months, probably, after that, he made an apphcation for No. 
420, and a hearing was panted on that apphcation. 

' The Chairman. And it was on that hearing that the further evi- 
dence came out as to Raftery's dealings with Fitzsimmons with 
reference to No. 406? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes, sir; that is it. Is that clear. Senator? 

The Chairman. I think that clears it up. And despite the fact 
that this evidence came out, the board allowed him to retain his 
permission for a transfer to 406 ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. To No. 406. At the hearing on the application 
for No. 420, 1 had urged that the board should reconsider and refuse 
the grant of a Ucense to No. 406, but the board refused that request 
and considered the grant to No. 420 after the record showed a grant to 
No. 406. In other words, he was running a barroom at Third and C 
Streets, which had been transferred to No. 406 H Street, and then 
they were considering the grant of another apphcation for No. 420, 
aU at the same time. 

The Chairman. Who represented Raftery? 

Mr. Shoemaker. In his apphcation for No. 420 he was repre- 
sented by Mr. Joseph C. Sheehy and Mr. Michael J. Keane. 

The Chairman. Who represented him in his apphcation for No, 
406? 

^ Mr. Shoemaker. I am not sure, but I think it was Mr. Keane. 
* The Chairman. The record will show? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. It was Mr. Keane, I think. 

Senator Thompson. On this renewal for No. 406 last November, 
was another showing made? 

Mr. Shoemaker. As I recall it, Mr. Sheehy appeared for him in 
October on the apphcation for renewal of Ucense, but we made no 
attempt to go further into the case at that time, deeming it absolutely 
useless. 

Senator Thompson. And the renewal was granted there as a mat- 
ter of course ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes, in effect, as a matter of course. I do not 
remember any protest there. 

The Chairman. What did you hear any member of the excise 
board say regarding any testunony adduced in the Ebbitt House 
case? 
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Mr. Shoemakeb. I knew of certain information in connection with 
the Ebbitt House case, as to the conduct of the Ebbitt House dining 
room and barroom, and some information came from Mr. Thomas 
Wood, who was a former employee of the Ebbitt House. He was 
what we call a door man on tne Fourteenth Street side. Mr. Wood 
is now connected with the Capitol police force. Mr. Wood hesitated 
to appear pubUcly in giving his testimony against the Ebbitt House. 
He had some dehcacy about it, and I asked him if he would appear 
with others whom he knew to have information about the conduct of 
the Ebbitt House, and he said he would. I then, at the first oppor- 
tunity, requested the board to grant a private hearing to Mr. Wood 
and omers who might be introduced as witnesses. The board finally 
granted permission, not for the whole ca6e, but for these witnesses 
referred to. The hearing was given and Mr. Wood appeared and gave 
his testimony, which was to my mind exceedingly damaging. I do 
not know whether you want me to repeat something of the nature of 
his testimony or not. 

The Chaibman. He testified concerning the furnishing of liquor to 
girls, did he not ? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. Yes; he testified to the practice of furnishing 
liquor to yoimg women, some of them under a^e, and gave instances 
that came under his personal observation. He told of one instance 
where he personally had carried out a yoimg girl 17 or 18 years old, 
carried her bodily, she bein^ so drunk that she was not able to 
walk, and put her in an electric auto; that she had come down in the 
machine, driving it herself; and that the young man with her was 
unable to run the machine. He also told how the women who 
became intoxicated were taken out through an allejway coming out 
on F Street, and put in carriages and taken away m that way. He 
also told about scenes he had witnessed in the dining room of the 
place, and told how useless it was to report to his superiors about 
the misconduct of the place. That was in effect the substance of his 
testimony. 

The Chaibman. What observation, if any, did any member of the 
board make regardirg that testimony? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. Ine next morning after that hearing I was called 
to the board — to the board's private office — ^by Mr. Bride about 
another matter — another case. He wanted to talk with me about 
the refusal of the board to accept some evidence I had offered the 
day previous in a case. Mr. Bride wanted the evidence admitted, 
and the other two refused to have it admitted. 

Senator Thompson. Do you mean this Ebbitt House evidence? 

Mr. Shoemaeeb. No; that has to do with the testimony in another 
case. 

Senator Thompson. While you were there did they bring up this 
matter of the Ebbitt House hearing ? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. Yes. While I was there Mr. Bride said, in talk- 

X about this other evidence, ^'Now, you see we ought to have 
itted that evidence, for you see what we got out of the Ebbitt 
House case by having those witnesses.'^ With uiat remark the chair- 
man said, ^ 'I give no attention to that evidence. It has no weight 
with me whatever.*' 
Senator Thompson. Meaning the Ebbitt House evidence ? 
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Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; the Ebbitt House evidence. He said, ''It 
has no weight with me whatever; I pay no attention to it.'' And 
Mr. Baker said, ''Amen! Amen!'' 

The Chairman. Had they granted the license at that time to the 
Ebbitt House? 

Mr. Shoemaker. No, they had not. They did not grant it until 
the 30th or 31st of October. 

The Chairman. 1914? 

Mr. Shoemaker. 1914; yes, sir; this last year. The hearing on the 
Ebbitt House case was on the application for the year beginning 
November 1, 1914. 

The Chairman. Do you remember any other case in which obser- 
vations of similar character were made to you by the board ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I do not know anything, Mr. Chairman, very defi- 
nite about any similar remarks in any other case. 

The Chairman. Very well. Have you had any conversation with 
any member of the board in addition to the conversations you have 
already alluded to in reference to license matters ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I have had a great deal of conversation with the 
members of the board from time to time. 

The Chairman. Was anything ever said to you by any member of 
the board with reference to the fact that any individuals were making 
collections for members of the board ? 

Mr. ShoemakjTr. I remember one conversation I had with them. 

The Chairman. With whom ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. With the three members of the board. They 
sent for me upon one occasion and asked me if I had heard the 
rumors or talk in reference to large fees paid attomevs for appearing 
before the excise board. I told them that I had; that citizens had 
approached me and had commented upon the situation; that many 
of them had said to me that the fact that these attorneys were 
receiving such large fees was indicative of things that were not 
right. I talked with them along that Une, and they with me in re- 
turn, and they seemed anxious to know how I felt about it, and I 
told them that my answer to folks who came to me in that way was 
that I had no knowledge of anvthing crooked in connection with the 
action of the board; that white I said that, I thought they should 
take some steps to dispel from the minds of the people as far as pos- 
sible the idea that the monev paid to attorneys was going in part to 
members of the excise board; that I felt it was their dutjr to them- 
selves and to the community; that if I ever became convinced that 
the members of the board were grafting, receiving any part of the 
money paid to these attorneys, I should stop appearing before them. 
Mr. Bride remarked that it was deplorable that these large fees should 
be paid, and that so far as he was concerned, if he mew that an 
attorney was receiving an imusual fee, he would feel constrained to 
vote against the granting of the Ucense. 

The Chairman. Was this after the case of Columbus v, Sheehy had 
been tried ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. No; that was before. 

Senator Jones. What did the other members of the board say? 

Mr. Shoemaker. The other members said that they had nothing 
to do with what attorneys charged for their swvices; that it did not 
concern them at aU. 
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Senator Jones. That is, the other members of the board seemed to 
be indifferent as to the fees that might be secured by attorneys ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Absolutely indifferent. 

Senator Jones. And so expressed themselves ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. And so expressed themselves. 

The Chairman. Did you hear anv member of the board say anything 
about collections made by Mr. Columbus and a Mr. Baker ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I heard no one of the board speak about it, I think, 
exc^t Mr. Bride. 

The Chairman. What did you hear him say? 

Mr. Shoemaker. He simplv spoke in a deploring way about it. 

Senator Jones. What did he say? 

The Chairman. Yes; what did he say ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I do not recall anything specially that he said. 
We had no extensive conversation about it. He simply stated that 
he had heard of it. I do not think anyone else was present. I think 
he said that to me in the board room. 

The Chairman. Did he mention the names of Mr. Columbus and 
Mr. Baker? 

Mr. Shoemaker. No; not at that time. Let me see. Oh, I remem- 
ber that on one occasion he said to me that Mr. Columbus 

The Chairman. Now, to what Columbus did he refer; not to the 
lawyer, Columbus ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I think his initials are W. F. ; he is a lawyer. 

The Chairman. The lawyer Columbus ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I assumed he referred to him. He simply said 
''Columbus" 

The Chairman. Yes. 

Mr. Shoemaker. And Mr. Baker's son 

The Chairman. Yes. 

Mr. Shoemaker. Were acting as collectors for Mr. Baker. 

The Chairman. For Mr. Baker, a member of the excise board ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

Senator Jones. How did that conversation come up? 

Mr. Shoemaker. On the Saturday night prior .to the granting of 
the renewals for the present license year I was with Mr. Bride and 
Chairman Smith and Mr. Hugh Harvey, making some inspections of 
saloons, and Mr. Bride, as I recall it, made the remark to me that 
ni^t in our automobile before we met Mr. Smith and Mr. Harvey. 

The Chairman. Do you know young Mr. Baker's initials ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I do not, Mr. Chamnan. 

Senator Jones. What remark did he make to you in the auto- 
mobile? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Simply that Mr. Columbus and Mr. Baker's son 
were acting^as collectors. 

Senator Jones. In what connection did he make that remark? 
What led him to make it ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. We were talking generally about excise conditions, 
and I do not know that he said anything further about it, but 1 
expressed surprise, and we went on talking about something else. 

Senator Thompson. Just when was that, now? 

Mr. Shoemaker. That was on a Saturday night, the last Saturday 
night in October, as I recall it. 
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Mr. Wilson. The last Saturday in October. October 31 was 
Saturday. fc] 

Mr. Shoemaker. Then it was the Saturday previous to that. 

Senator Jones. I would hke to get from you the exact language 
used by Mr. Bride. Did he say that he understood Mr. Columbus 
and Mr. Baker were collecting this money and that they were doing 
it — state as nearly as you can what he said. 

Mr. Shoemaker. I do not know that he said that he understood. 
I have quoted it as nearly as I possibly can, that Mr. Columbus and 
Mr, Baker's son were acting as collectors for Mr. Baker. 

The Chairman. What do you know about the chaises with ref- 
erence to the location of saloons within a shorter distance than 400 
feet of houses of reUgious worship and pubUc schoolhouses, colleges, 
and universities, measured by the shortest course of travel ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Mr. Chairman, previous to the hearings on the 
applications for renewals of hcenses last fall I felt it necessary to 
make personal inspections and measurements, wherever it seemed 
to be necessary, of all saloons and wholesale places. 

The Chairman. Have you had any experience as a surveyor? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; I followed the business of surveying for 
several years in this District, and also in the State of Maryland, and 
I arranged with a party to accompany me with steel tapes ana vis- 
ited all saloons that were applying for renewals of Ucenses and meas- 
ured where there was any cnance of a public schoolhouse or a college 
or a university or a house of religious worship being within the liimt. 
I also made measurements to inhabited alleys, and also made esti- 
mates of the business frontage on the sides of blocks where saloons 
were located. This work required many days. I made the measure- 
ments as carefully as I could without using a transit for the purpose. 
We measured to churches and schools and by the shortest course 
of travel from entrance to entrance over a pubUc right of way. In 
some instances we measured different ways. I have here a sort of 
a field book, in which I have the names of the Ucensees and the 
location of every saloon applying for renewal of license, and I have, 
in addition to the results of measurements and inspections, the 
reports made by' the pohce in connection with the various appUca- 
tions for renewal of licenses. In many instances the police and my 
reports agree as to the distances between churches, schools, and 
houses of reUgious worship. 

The Chairman. You foimd a number of saloons to be located 
within a shorter distance than 400 feet ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Within 400 feet. 

The Chairman. Within 400 feet of houses of religious worship or 
public schools or colleges or universities ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

The Chairman. You provided me with a list of those places, did 
you not ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

The Chairman. I have submitted that list to the District surveyor 
for verification, so that unless you have something else on that, it is 
enough. 
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Senator Jones. I suggest that Mr. Shoemaker make his statement 
with reference to each item on that list, and how he f omid conditions, 
what he did, etc. 

Mr. Shoemakeb. I want to say that one reason why we felt it 
necessary to make these measurements was because the board would 
not fix or determine any rule to govern the measurements. We 
could not find out how tney were going to make the measurements. 
The police had no instructions as to how they should m^e them, 
and we had no light on the subject. 

The Chaibman. Have they ever promulgated any definite rule of 
measurement ? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. No definite rule. We asked them several times 
to do that, but they refused, and consequently we were entirely in the 
dark as to their method of measurement. 

The Chaibman. What answer did they make to your requests ? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. Their answer was tnat every case stood on its 
own bottom. 

The Chaibman. That is, that they would have a different rule of 
measurement for each case ? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. I think so. 

The Chaibman. What answer did they make to that? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. Well, I got no satisiaction, and so I found the 
different captains of police precincts in making their measurements 
followed dinerent rules according to their own ideas of how the dis- 
tance should be measured. Some captains measured the shortest 
possible way. Others did not, so there was some confusion in their 
reports. 

Benator Thompson. Did you not understand that the board had 
the view that the square-comer measurement should be made ? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. They held that they were at Hberty to make 
rectangular measurements, and they endeavored to fall behind a 
traffic regulation which was recently modified, but which was 
formerly a prohibition against pedestrians crossing streets anywhere 
except at street crossings, and which provision oi the traffic regula- 
tions was absolutely nil. There was no attempt to enforce it, and 
nobody paid any attention to it. In later regulations there was a 
modification of this rule, so that the prohibition was eliminated, and 
there was simply some advice about crossing streets, particularly in 
the downtown section where the traffic is heaviest. I inquired of 
the corporation counsel as to his construction of that regulation, 
and he said there was no prohibition against crossing the streets 
anywhercL 

The Chaibman. Proceed with that Ust. 

(The list referre d to is here printed in full, as follows:) 

The following-named saloonkeepers were granted Ucenses for the year beginning 
November 1, 1914, for places located within 400 feet of houses of rehgious worship, 
pubUc Bchoolhouses, colleges or universities, according to measurements made by 
**the shortest course of travel " from entrance to entrance. Some are within the pre- 
flcribed distance by longer measurements: 

John J. Allen, 807 North Capitol Street, 397 feet to St. Aloysius Church. 

Michael Daly, 1319 Seventh Street NW., 397 feet to Church of Immaculate Concep- 
tion by long measurement, 347 feet to Church of Iromaculate Conception by short 
measurement. 

John D. O'Connor, 918 Ninth Street NW., 328 feet to College of Pharmacy; 376 feet 
longer measurement. 
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August H. Plugge, 1317 Seventh Street NW., 329 feet of Immaculate Conception 
Church; 379 feet by longer way (right angles). 

John J. Brosnan, 506 Four-and-a-half Street SW., 364 feet to Jewish Church on E 
Street. 

James J. O'Donnell, 333 Pennsylvania Avenue SE., 385 feet to Metropolitan Pree- 
byterian Church. 

Patrick J. McDonald, 643 Pennsylvania Avenue SE., 364 feet to Wallach Public 
School. 

John J. Graff, 222 Seventh Street SE., 392 feet to Eastern High School. 

W. J. and Jeremiah Costello, 600 G Street NW., within 100 feet of Greek Catholic 
Church. 

Margaret Casey, 114 H Street NW., within 200 feet of public school. 

John T. O'Day, 921 Ninth Street NW., 367 feet to Coll^ of Pharmacy. 

John F. Schriner, 730 Fourteenth Street NW., 336 feet to New York Avenue Church, 
New York Avenue entrance- 375 feet to New York Avenue Church, H Street en- 
trance, measured straight angles. 

Mary T. Schulz, 607 G Street NW., within 200 feet of Greek Church. 

John F. Killeen, 1314 Wisconsin Avenue NW., 364 feet of Dumbarton Avenue 
Methodist Episcopal Church. 

Charles H. Morris, 2029 K Street NW., 330 feet of Stevens Public School. 

Robert H. Snook, 825 Seventh Street NW., 389 feet of Calvary Baptist Church. 

Frank C. Poch, 900 Four-and-a-half Street SW., 393 feet of public schoolhoufle. 

Hugh F. Harvey, 1913 Pennsylvania Avenue SE., 340 feet to Union Methodist 
Episcopal Church. 

John E. Mergner, 415 East Capitol Street, 373 feet of public school. 

John J. Daly, 306 Sixth Street NW., distance to Central Union Mission. 

Luther H. McMillen, 1421 G Street NW., distance to Temple Business School. 
Wholesale places within 400 feet of churches or schools: 

Frank L. Ash, 1330 Twenty-eighth Street NW., two churches less than 400 feet. 

Eugene T. Lyddane, 1422 Wisconsin Avenue. 

Henry S. Byrd & Martin J. Barry, 521 G Street NW. 

Wm. Hannan, 1519 Seventeenth Street NW. 

Lawrence A. McCormick, 327 Pennsylvania Avenue SE. 

Mr. Shoemaker. I measured the distance from the entrance to 
the John J. Allen saloon at 807 North Capitol Street to St. Aloysius 
Church on the same street, on the opposite side. (See Plate 1 . ) I made 
the distance 397 feet. 

The Chairman. You measured by the shortest course ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. The shortest course of travel. 

The Chairman. By that you mean the shortest line; that is, the 
most direct line in which a person would walk over a public right of 
way from entrance to entrance ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes but we measured in that instance directly 
up the same side of the street some distance before crossing over. 

The Chairman. In leaving the entrance of the saloon would you 
go any distance directly opposite the entrance before turning toward 
the cnurch, or would you go directly in a line with the wall, against 
the wall? 

Mr. Shoemaker. We would go out a sufficient distance to per- 
mit a pedestrian to walk comfortably. 

The Chairman. Exactly. About 18 inches? 

Mr. Shoemaker. About 18 inches or 2 feet. Then we measured 
across in a diagonal way, where people seemed to be walking to this 
church, into the yard, up to the entrance, and we made that dist- 
ance 397 feet. 

The Chairman. Vctv well. 

Mr. Shoemaker. We measured the distance from the saloon of 
Michael Daly, at 1319 Seventh Street NW., to be 397 feet to the 
Church of the Immaculate Conception, by a long measurement. (See 
Plate 2.) 

Senator Jones. What do you mean by a long measurement ? 
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Mr. Shoemakeb. We went across the street at right angles. Let 
us see, what street is that ? The Church of the Immacmate Con- 
ception is on N Street, west of Seventh Street. We measured along 
the pavement from the nearest entrance to the church to Sevenm 
Street, across Seventh Street, as I remember it, to the opposite side, 
on which is located the saloon, and up to the saloon. 

Senator Thompson. That was by square comers ? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. By square comers. 

Senator Jones. That is, you began by the entrance to the church 
on that side of the street and measured down the sidewalk opposite 
the entrance to the saloon, and then straight across to the entrance 
to the saloon; is that ri^ht? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. This church is on the north side of N Street, west 
of Seventh. 

Senator Jones. It is on one side of the street, and the saloon is on 
the other ? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. The saloon is on Seventh Street and the church 
is on N Street. 

Senator Jones. Oh, yes. 

Mr. Shoemakeb. We crossed Seventh Street to the side of the 
street on which the saloon is located, the east side, and went up to the 
entrance of the saloon. 

Senator Jones. Yes. 

Mr. Shoemakeb. I then made a measurement by, a shorter route, 
and measured from the church entrance alon^ the north side of N 
Street to the curbing of Seventh Street, and then in a diagonal hne, 
an easy diagonal, to the entrance to the saloon, and that was 347 feet. 

Senator Jones. So that was within the distance by either measiu*e- 
ment? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. By either measurement, as I made it. 

I then measured from the saloon of John D. O'Connor, at 918 
Ninth Street NW. and made the distance from the College of Pharmacy 
onIStreet,eastofNinthStreet,tobe328feet. (SeePlateS.) TheO'Con- 
nor saloon is on the west side of Ninth Street. 1 made a longer meas- 
urement of 375 feet. As I recall it, I measm^ed down from the entrance 
of the saloon to the north curb of I Street, and then in a diagonal line 
to the entrance of the CoUege of Pharmacy. I made that distance 
328 feet. The long measurement was taken, as I recaU it now, by 
crossing I Street at right angles and measuring up the south side of I 
Street to the entrance to the college. I made that distance 375 feet. 

Senator Jones. Do you know how long that college has been 
located there ? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. It has been located there for, I should say, 10 or 
15 years. I am not sure about that. I may say, since the Senator 
has asked that question, that the coUege is a part of George Wash- 
ington University; the degrees are comerred by the George Wash- 
ington University; and in connection with some of these cases where 
this college came into consideration, the president of the University 
testified before the board as to the status of the College of Pharmacy, 
and his testimony convinced me beyond a question mat it is a high- 
grade institution, a part of the University, and is a coUege just as 
much as is its College of Law or its CoUege of Medicine. 
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Senator Jones. Were these measurements made before the appUcar 
tions for licenses were acted upon ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Oh, yes. 

Senator Jones. And were these measurements called to the atten- 
tion of the board in connection with the various applications before 
the hearings took place ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Before the hearings took place I furnished the ' 
results of these measurements to the board. 

The Chairman. Those measurements, as well as the measurements 
in the other cases you have listed ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; and at the hearing on each case we urged the 
location and the distances. 

Senator Thompson. Did they make any counter showing as to 
distances and how they arrived at their conclusions ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. They made measurements themselves. They were 
out at the sa^le time I was out, in different parts of the city. I knew 
nothing as to the results of their measurements, and in fact I do not 
to this day. 

Senator Thompson. What I mean is, at the hearing they did not 
make any showing ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. They simply 

Senator Thompson. Took jumcial knowledge of the distances ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. In some instances they would say that their meas- 
urements differed from mine. 

The Chairman. But they did not show exactly how they made their 
measurements ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. No, sir; not in any instance just how they meas- 
ured. 

Senator Jones. And they did not point out wherein your measure- 
ments were wrong? 

Mr. Shoemaker. No; and in some instances they promised to make 
remeasurements, and 1 think they did in some instances. 

The Chairman. All with the results favorable to the lionising of 
saloons in the cases you have listed there ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. Give the other cases briefly. 

Mr. Shoemaker. August H. Plugge ha^ a saloon at 1317 Seventh 
Street NW. (See Plate 4.) That sSoon is next door to the one kept 
by Michael Daly, to which I have already referred, at 1319 Seventh 
Street NW. The Plugge saloon is nearer the Church of the Immacu- 
late Conception than the Daly saloon, and I made the measurements 
to his saloon in the same way as I made those to the Daly saloon. I 
made two measurements. . 

The Chairman. Just read the rest of them, telling what you found 
the distances to be. 

Senator Jones. Just give the conclusions. 

Senator Thompson, x ou did not give the measurement to the 
Plugge saloon ? 

A&. Shoemaker. I made measurements to the Plugge saloon from 
the Church of the Immaculate Conception, and my shorter meas- 
urement was 329 feet, while the longer one, at right angles, was 
379 feet. 
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Senator Thompson. This shorter one that you speak of, is that 
the regular course or the natural course of one traveling going the 
short way ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; the shortest course of travel. 

I measured the distance from the saloon of John J. Brosnan at 
506 Four-and-a-half Street SW., to the Jewish Church on E Street. 
(See Plate 5.) That distance I made to be 364 feet. 

James J. O'Donnell has a saloon at 333 Pennsylvania Avenue SE. 
(See Plate 6.) I made the distance from the entrance to that saloon 
to the nearest entrance to the MetropoUtan Presbyterian Church to 
be 385 feet. The short part of that Ime is a diagonal one just cross- 
ing Pennsylvania Avenue. 

l^atrick J. McDonald has a saloon at 643 Pennsylvania Avenue SE. 
(See Plate 7.) I measured the distance from the entrance to his 
saloon to the nearest entrance to the Wallach PubUc School to be 
364 feet. 

John J. Grafif has a saloon at 222 Seventh Street SE. (See Plate 
8.) I measured the distance from the nearest entrance to his saloon 
to the nearest entrance to the Eastern High School to be 393 feet. 

W. J. & Jeremiah Costello have a saloon at 600 G Street NW. (See 
Plate 9.) I did not make an actual measurement of the distance from 
this saloon to the Greek CathoHc Church, located on the opposite 
comer, just across the street. The distance, I should say, is less than 
100 feet. 

Senator Jones. Less than 100 feet ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. The distance is short, and that is the reason you did 
not measure it ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; that is the reason I did not measure it. 

Senator Jones. Do you know how long that church has been estab- 
lished there ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. That church has been used by a Greek congrega- 
tion for nine years, and is the only one in the city, as I remember. 

Senator Jones. Is the building used for any other piupose ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. The buildmg has a basement imdemeath, and 
the auditorium at the top. The basement is now used and has 
been used for some httle time as a bicycle shop. The priest of the 
chmrch came on one occasion to protest against a license going across 
the street from his church, and he testified before the board in that 
case as to the regularity of his congregation and his services, and 
his testimony was absolutely convincing that it is a regular church 
organizatiou, as regular as any other church in this city. 

Senator Jones. What excuse, if any, did the board give for grant- 
ing that license ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. The board never gave any excuse to me at all. 
I never heard them express themselves about it. 

The Chairman. I understand that they hold that a house not 
exclusively used for religious purposes is not considered by than a 
house of religious worship under the terms of the law. 

Mr. Shoemaker. They have given such expressions in other cases, 
but not in this particular case, to me. 

The Chairman. In the reply which they have sent me, they make 
that contention. 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes) 
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Senator Jones. So that under their contention, the mere fact that 
there was a Uttle bicycle repair shop there would permit them to put 
any number of saloons within any distance of that church ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. As a matter of fact, there is another 
saloon on G Street just across from it, probably as close to it as 
CosteUo's saloon (see Plate 13), and the board has granted a license 
for a wholesale place (see Plate 24) also across the street within the 
prescribed distance. 

Margaret Casey has a saloon at 114 H Street NW. (See Plate 10.) 
She was permitted to transfer during the last license year to that place. 
It is within 200 feet of a public school known as the Manual Training 
School, which has been there, I think, for 13 or 14 years. The 
building is not owned by the District, but it has been leased by the 
District for these years. Underneath it is a milk-bottle establish- 
ment — that is, some dealer in milk bottles — and I suppose that the 
same rule appUes which was referred to a while ago, that its not 
being occupied entirely as a schooUiouse has operated to prevent 
the school irom having the protection the law seems to give it. 

Senator Thompson. That is a public school? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

Senator Thompson. And has been used as such for many years? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. It may be interesting to the Senators to 
know that these manual training schools accommodate a number of 
school buildings. They have their classes at different times in the 
day, for different schools so that a great many boys and girls go to 
them for one or two hours at a time. 

Senator Thompson. Can you give any idea of about what the 
attendance is at this place ? 

Mr. Shoemaker, i think the evidence showed that at one time 
there was possibly an average of 200 a day who attended there. 

Senator Jones. You do not know how many rooms in the building 
are occupied for school purposes ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I do not know whether they have more than 
one room or not. Senator. I have never been in the school. It is 
a two-story building, and the school occupies the entire second floor. 

Senator Jones. And this bottling establishment occupies the lower 
floor? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Only a part of it. There are two small stores, 
and the last time I saw it one of them was vacant. This saloon 1 
refer to is on the same side of the street with the school. 

Senator Jones. The board never did contend at any time, that 
you know of, that it was required by law to establish saloons with 
reference to these schoolhouses ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. No, except that they gave the impression that 
thev were required to grant 300 barroom hcenses. 

Senator Jones. In the whole District ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. In the whole District. 

Senator Jones. You need not go into that now. 

Mr. Shoemaker. John T. O'Day has a saloon at 921 Ninth Street 
NW. (See Plate 11.) I measured the distance from the entrance to 
that saloon to the coUege of pharmacy to be 367 feet. 

John F. Schriner has a saloon at 730 Fourteenth Street NW. See 
Plate 12.) I measured the distance from that saloon to the New York 
Avenue Presbyterian Church at the comer, where New York Avenue and 
H Street come together. I made the measurement from the nearest 

Digitized by CjOOQIC 



£XGISE BOABD OF THE DISTBIOT OF COLUMBIA. 85 

^itronce of the church on New York Avenue to be 336 feet. I want 
to go into this just a Uttle. I made the measurement by walking 
directly up the sidewalk on New York Avenue and taking a diagond 
across Fourteenth Street to the saloon. 

Senator Jones. Then that would be a long measurement ? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. No; that is the shortest measurement. 

Senator Jones. Oh, yes; on a diagonal. 

Mr. Shoemakeb. Yes, sir. 

Senator Thompson. That would be the nearest entrance and the 
shortest course of travel ? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. Yes; the nearest entrance on the New York 
Avenue side. This church has entrances both on New York Avenue 
and on H Street. 

After I had made the measurement to the Schriner saloon from the 
nearest entrance on New York Avenue, I observed members of the 
excise board making a measurement from the same entrance, and 
I foimd that they measured down along New York Avenue across 
Fourteenth Street, making an acute an^e, up to the saloon. I do 
not know what they made the distance, but after they made their 
naeasurement, and a day or two before the appUcations were passed 
upon by the board, I made a measurement, from the nearest entrance 
to the church on H Street, in a rectangular way, and foiind the dis- 
tance 375 feet. That information I commimicated by letter to the 
excise board at least two days before the Ucense was granted. 

The Chaibman. Did they make any answer to that letter ? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. They made no answer to it. 

Mary T. Schulz has a saloon at 607 G Street NW. (See Plate 13.) 
The place is across the street from the Greek Catholic Ghiffch I referred 
to a while ago in connection with the CosteUo saloon. The distance 
is not more man 200 feet at most. 

John F. Killeen has a saloon at 1314 Wisconsin Avenue NW. (See 
Plate 14.) I measured the distance from the entrance to this saloon 
to the Dumbarton Avenue Methodist Episcopal Church to be 364 
feet, 'by making a short diagonal crossing. 

Senator Thompson. Did you make another measurement 1 

Mr. Shoemakeb. I made other measurements there, but this is 
the only one I have a record of here now. 

Senator Jones. Do you remember the results of the other meas- 
urements ? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. I do not. Senator. I made them and I may have 
the results in this book. I can look it up. 

Senator Jones. I just thought maybe you remembered. 

Mr. Shoemakeb. I do not remember. 

Charles H. Morris has a saloon at 2029 K Street NW. (See Plate 
15.) I measiu'ed the distance from that saloon to the nearest 
entrance to the Stevens PubUc School Building. It is 330 feet. That 
was by the shortest course of travel over a public right of way be- 
tween entrance and entrance. 

Robert H. Snook has a saloon at 825 Seventh Street NW. (See 
Plate 16.) I measured the distance from that saloon to the nearest 
entrance to the Calvary Baptist Church at the comer of Eighth and 
H Streets and made the distance 389 feet. 
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Frank C. Poch has a saloon at 900 Four-and-a-half Street SW. 
(See Plate 17.) I made the distance from that saloon to a public 
schoolhouse to be 393 feet. 

Hugh F. Harvey has a saloon at No. 1913 Pennsylvania Avenue 
NW. (See Plate 18.) I measured the distance from his saloon to the 
nearest entrance to the Union Methodist Episcopal Church on Twen- 
tieth Street to be 340 feet. 

John E. Mergner has a saloon at 415 East Capitol Street. (See 
Plate 19.) He has been there some years. There is a large parking 
there that has been used for walking over; most of it brick, as I recall 
it. This saloon prior to the erection of an iron fence aroimd the 
parking in front of the saloon was measured to be 373 feet from a 
pubUc school building On Fifth Street. 

The Chairman. Is that going around the parking or across the 



Mr. Shoemaker. By walking down the sidewalk next to the 
building line, almost flush up with the building line, the sidewalk, as 
I remember it, extending the full length of the block — a brick walk. 
This fence takes in about 40 feet in front of the saloon. 

The Chairman. Of the sidewalk ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. That made a difference of 80 feet in going 
aroimd the fence and then goine up to the saloon. 

Senator Thompson. Do you know when that was dqne ? When 
the change was made? 

Mr. Shoemaker. That was done during the last license year. 

The Chairman. Is there a fence also on the other side of the 
entrance ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. There is a fence on the other side of the entrajice, 
but there is a gateway in it coming from the other way, so that 
people going to the saloon from the west along East Capitol Street 
can enter the saloon without going around the fence. 

The Chairman. But if they go from the school to the saloon they 
have to go entirely around? 

Mr. Shoemaker. They have to go entirely around. 

Senator Jones. This fence incloses a part of the sidewalk, prac- 
tically? 

Mr. Shoemaker. A part of the sidewalk; yes. 

The Chairman. Therefore, if you measured it, and measured down 
the length of that fence before turning at right angles to go to the 
school, the school would be more than 400 feet from the entrance to 
saloon ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

The Chairman. I see. 

Senator Jone&. The apparent purpose of this fence is to get the 
saloon outside of the distance from the schoolhouse ? 

Mr. Shoemak3Sr. Absolutely. 

The Chairman. The effect of it is that, anyway? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. It may make a differOTice of 80 feet in the 
distance between the two entrances. 

The Chairman. You say this fence was put up after the Jones- 
Works law was enacted, and before it went into enect ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes, sir; I understand so. 

Senator Jones? Was that called to the attention of the board ? 
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W Mr. Shoemaeeb. Oh^ yes; we called that to the attention of the 
board at the hearing. 

Senator Jones. Tiiis fence bein^ built out there, the situation was 
called to the attention of the board before the apphcation was granted ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; that was our principalgroTmd of opposition. 

The Chairman. Was there not another instance of an extension 
being built in front of a saloon on one side of its entrance? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

The Chairman. Is that new saloon listed here ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. No; it is another place I thought you referred to. 

The Chairman. You will find that a wholesale place, I think. 
Was there another entrance where there was a parking con- 
structed ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; in front of the saloon of John J. Graff, 222 
Seventh Street SE. (See Plate 8.) 

Senator Jones. Close to what place ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Close to the Eastern High School. There has 
been ajgrass plot formed in front of that saloon. 

The Chairman. On the sidewalk? 

Mr. Shoemaker. On the sidewalk. 

The Chairman. And on the side of the entrance near the school ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. On the side of the entrance near the school; be- 
tween the entrance to the saloon and the school. 

The Chairman. Yes. 

Mr. Shoemaker. So that folks coming out of the saloon would have 
to walk around that grass plat. That makes a difference of several 
feet. 

The Chairman. When did that grass plat make its appearance ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I can not determme that. I do not recall 
whether it was there when we made our measurement or not, but I 
have gone there since and I saw it there, and I have been trying to 
determine whether it was there when we made our measurements 
or not. 

The Chairman. How much of the sidewalk does that grass plat 
take up? 

Mr. Shoemaker. How much of it? 

The CHAiRifAN. Yes. 

Mr. Shoemaker. The plot is, I should say, about 12 feet square, to 
the best of my recollection. 

The Chairman. All right. 

Mr. Shoemaker. And it has a Uttle coping aroimd it about 8 or 10 
inches high. 

Senator Jones. Do you know who put that grass plot in there? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I do not know. I have been told, but I do not 
know. The information that came to me was that it was put in 
there by the proprietor of the saloon. 

Senator Jones. Was this situation called to the attention of the 
excise board before the apphcation was granted ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I think that that was not called to the attention 
of the board. The fact is, I did not know about it at the time. 

The Chairman. The board, however, made a personal inspection be- 
fore it granted that Ucense? 

Mr, Shoemaker. Yes. 

The Chairman. The board must have seen this plot of grass there) 
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Mr. Shoemaker. I should think so. I say this in explanation: 
After we filed our list of measurements they were made records in the 
office and the appUcants had access to them, and then there were a 
number of changes similar to this one in the Graff case, in order in 
some way to circumvent the law. 

Senator Jones. You say there are a number? Detail those 
changes. 

Mr. Shoemaker. I can not at this moment give them all to you. 
I remember one in connection with a wholesale place. A number of 
these changes were not as to measurements so much as to changes in 
business frontage and things of that kind. 

Senator Jones. Changes in entrances, etc. ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Ana changes in entrances* 

Senator Thompson. This change was made to affect the measure- 
ment? 

'Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; to affect the measurement. 

The Chairman. Proceed with your cases where a change was made 
in the front of a saloon. 

Mr. Shoemaker. In the grass plot ? 

The Chairman. No; that is a wholesale house. 

Mr. Shoemaker. There are only two places where 

The Chairman. You have not nnished your barroom list yet ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. No. John J. Daly has a saloon at 306 Sixth 
Street NW. (See Plate 20.) As I recall it, it is within the 400-foot 
limit of the Central Union Mission. 

Luther H. McMillen was allowed to transfer a license to 1421 G 
Street NW., I think next door to, or the second door from, the 
Temple College or school, one of the largest colleges or business 
schools in the city, against its earnest protest. (See rlate 21.) 

Senator Thompson. That is a commercial school, is it not ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

The Chairman. Is there not another school next door to it — the 
Success Shorthand School ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I do not know about that. 

Senator Thompson. Do you know about how many people attend 
this school ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. The Temple School has several hundred pupils 
a day there. The principal of the school protested against the appli- 
cation and testified about the number of pupils at the time. 

The Chairman. Right here, I will ask Mr. Andrew Wilson if he 
has any knowledge as to whether the Success Shorthand School is 
next door to this other institution ? 

Mr. Wilson. It is. It is in one building, and the other is in the 
other building, and I think the Success Shorthand School is nearer 
than the Temple School. The Success Shorthand School is in the 
next building to the McMiUen Building, and the Temple School is 
the one next east of that, farther away from it. 

Mr. Shoemaker. The second door ? 

Mr. Wilson. Yes. 

The Chairman. All right; go ahead. 

Mr. Shoemaker. Frank L. Ash has a wholesale liquor license at 
1330 Twenty-eighth Street NW. (See Plate 22.) There are two 
churches less than 400 feet from the place. The distance I do not 
seem to have here on this list. This place is in a colored neighbor- 
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hoody and the license was granted against most vigorous protests, 
one of the most vigorous protests we have heard before the board. 
Four of their churdies are near by. 

Senator Thompson. Four churches? 

Mr. Shoemaeeb. Yes: in the inmiediate neighborhood. 

Senator Thompson. Colored churches ? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. Yes; colored churches. I measured the distance 
from the wholesale establishment of Eugene T. Lyddane at 1422 
Wisconsin Avenue NW. (See Plate 23.) The measurement did not 
require the crossmg of a street, but aroimd a comer to a public 
school buUding, and I made the (hstance 399 feet, measured out the 
proper distance to where one can comfortably walk, and we walked 
comfortably to make the measurement, mto the yard 20 feet, and then 
into an entrance of the school building. 

Lawrence A. McCormick has a Ucense at 327 Pennsylvania Avenue 
SE. (see Plate 27), which is within the prescribed distance of a 
house of religious worship. The exact distance I have not on this 
list, but I have it in this book here. 

Senator Thompson. What church is it ? 

Mr. Shoemakeb (after consulting surveying book). It is 322 feet, 
as I made it, to the Church of the Reformation. The police made the 
distance 347 feet to the German Church of the Reformation. 

Henry S. Byrd and Martin J. Barry (See Plate 24) have a whole- 
sale Ucense at 521 G Street NW., which is across the street from or 
near to the Greek Catholic Church, referred to before. That Ucense 
was transferred there during the last Ucense year. 

WilUam Hannan has a wholesale Ucense at 1519 Seventeenth Street 
NW. (See Plate 25.) I measured the distance from that place to 
the Foimdry Methodist Episcopal Church at Fifteenth and Chiu-ch 
Streets, and I made the distance to be 369 feet, and I made another 
measiu'ement, a long measurement, that made it 378 feet, running at 
right angles across Church Street and then down to the store. I learned 
since these measurements were made, however, that a fence had been 
erected, prior to the granting of the Ucense, making the distance 
greater; how much greater, 1 do not know. I have not examined 
it since. 

I am reminded that a Ucense was also granted to a Mr. Henry 
for a wholesale establishment on Pennsybrania Avenue, between 
Nineteenth and Twentieth Streets, within 400 feet of the Union 
Methodist Episcopal Church, against the protest of the church and of 
the Anti-Saloon League. 

The Chairman. Does that conclude that Ust ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I think that concludes the Ust, Mr. Chairman. 
I was about to say, though, that a niunber of other Ucenses have been 
granted which we think are in violation of law, in that they are 
within 400 feet of houses of reUgious worship. 

The Chairman. Yes. 

Mr. Shoemaker. I do not mean regular church buildings with 
steeples or bells and towers, but buildings that have been occupied 
for years by missions; by the Salvation Army where more reUgious 
services are held than probably at any other regular church in the 
city. 

Senator Thompson. Can you give those ? 

The Chairman. WlQ you prepare us a Ust of those ? 
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Mr. Shobmakeb. I had better prepare a list of those. 
Senator Thompson. And show it in detail. 
The Chaibman. Yes. 

(The list referred to was subsequently submitted to the chairman 
and is here printed in full, as follows:) 

A iupplemmtal liat of barrooma and wholeacUe liquor eatahlishmmU located within 
400 feet of houses qf religious worship or schools, according to police reports and other 
informatUm. 

BABROOMS. 

Metropolitan Company, 623 Fifteenth Street NW., to Temple Business Collie. 

Maurice J. Sheehan, 145 H Street NE., to chapel Little Sisters of the Poor. 

George J. Bessler, 922 Pennsylvania Avenue W W.^ to Salvation Army. 

Boland Evans, 1743 L Street NW., to chapel Louise Home. 

Wm. J. Vonderheide, 606 Ninth Street NW., to Strayer's Business CoUege. 

Michael Morris, 3004 M Street NW., to Central Union Mission, Jewish house of wor- 
ship, and Bocock School. 

Frank Endres, 1015 I Street NW., to the Drillery. 

Bartholomew Koddy, 1001 C Street NW., to Salvation Army. 

Edward Mannix, 3059 M Street NW., to Jewidi house of worship and Bocock School. 

Timothy W. Dunworth, 1002 Pennsylvania Avenue NW., to Salvation Army. 

Michael M. Lyons, 906 Pennsylvania Avenue NW., to Salvation Army. 

James B. McDonnell, 312 Seventh Street SW., to St. Marys Academy and Chapel. 

Harvey Co^ 1016 Pennsylvania Avenue NW., to Salvation Army. 

James D. Kettner, 719 Four and a Half Street SW., to Jewish Sunday school. 

Michael V. Moran, 3011 M Street NW., to Central Union Mission, Jewish church, 
and Bocock School. 

John H. DeAtley, 1222 Pennsylvania Avenue NW., to Grace Pentecostal Church. 

Robert R. Hogan, 2033 M Street NW., to Central Union Mission, Jewish church, 
and Bocock School. 

Hugh J. McGinness, 1001 New York Avenue, to CarroU Institute and School. 

Charles Wolf, 1202 Seventh Street SW., to Pentecostal Mission. 

Thomas R. Marshall, 1323 F Street NW., to College of Music. 

WHOLESALE. 

Maurice L. Wolpe, 916 Ninth Street NW., to College of Pharmacy. 

Eldorado Wine Co., 1200 Pennsylvania Avenue Nw., to Grace Pentecostal Church. 

P. J. Drury Co., 327 Thirteenth Street NW., to Bethany Chapel. 

Mr. Shoemaker. Those places have been ignored. 

Senator Thompson. Although protests were made ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Although protests were made. We protested in 
practically every instance. 

Senator Thompson. That was the groimd, that they were within 
400 feet? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; we made it our business to make a protest 
in every such instance, and the minutes of the board should show that 
those protests were made. 

The Chairman. I have here a Hst of saloons that are claimed to be 
on nonbusiness streets, or in residential neighborhoods* or districts^ 
wholesale and retail. Will you read that hst for the record ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; it is as follows [reading]; 

The Anti-Saloon League's careful investigation shows that the following barroom 
licenses were granted for the license year b^innin^ November 1, 1914, on nonbusineBB 
streets or in residence districts contrary to the evident intent and purpose of the law: 

Louise Gordon, 407 Q Street NW. 

Theodore G. Stoner, 206 Seventh Street SW. 

John T. Branson, 614 Eleventh Street SW. 

Mary A. Solan, 1003 Seventh Street NW. 

Paul Allen, 2 N Street NW. 

Patrick Rafter>', 225 Eleventh Street NE. 
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Dennis J. 0*Donnell, 411 Four-and-a-half Street SW. 

Gustave Brahler, 410 E Street NE. 

Patrick J. Callan, 238 Second Street NW. 

John Morris, 1610 U Street NW. 

Peter Loftus, 329 Thirteen-and-a-haK Street NW. 

Augustus Loftus, 302 N Street NW. 

John E. Meigner, 415 East Capitol Street. 

Daniel F. DriscoU, 107 H Street NW. 

John J. Sullivan, 1331 Thirty-fifth Street NW. 

Michael J. O'Donoghue, 701 1 Street SW. 

Metroi>olitan Club, 1700 H Street NW. 

Army and Navy Club, 1627 I Street NW. 

Patnck J. McDonald, 643 Pennsylvania Avenue SE. 

Henry C. Hibbs, 2000 K Street NW. 

Lena Morgenweck, 12 Fourth Street NE. 

Thomas J. Leonard ,^Anacostia SE. 

University Club, 900 Fifteenth Street NW. 

Anna A. E. Klotz, 1708 G Street NW. 

Patrick O'Donohue, 908 Fourth Street NW. 

Bridget Leech, 1847 L Street NW. 

Charles W. Edwards, 491 Missouri Avenue NW. 

Daniel Scanlon, 105 H Street, NW. 

Stoneleigh Court, 1019 Connecticut Avenue NW. 

David Cohen, 118 First Street NW. 

Francis X. Cox, 1618 U Street NW. 

John H. Harris, 15 Massachusetts Avenue NW. 

Jeremiah Costello, 521 First Street SW. 

The Portner Apartment House, Fifteenth and U Streets NW. 

Commercial Club, 1634 Eye Street NW. 

Mary Sullivan, 73 Eye Street, SE. 

Daniel Doody, 1312 North Capitol Street. 

Mary E. Frank, 319 G Street NW. 

Elks Club, 919 H Street NW. 

Michael E. Bucklev, 2028 M street NW. 

Hotel Gordon, 916 Sixteenth Street NW. 

Congress Hall Hotel, 233 New Jersey Avenue SE. 

Harry Winingder, 631 Pennsylvania Avenue SE. 

John D. KellBier, 1258 Water Street SW. 

Wadiington Saengerbund (Inc.), 314 C Street, NW. 

Cairo Apajiznent House, 1615 Q Sla?eet NW. 

Capital Park Hotel, North Capitol and E Streets NW. 

Luke J. Kearney, 1811 L Street NW. 

Charles H. Morris, 2029 K Street NW. 

Hugh J. McGinness, 1001 New York Avenue NW. 

Charles Wolf, 1202 Water Street SW. 

George F. Neitzey, 1106 Water Street SW. 

John J. Madden, 401 Four and a half Street SW. 

Charles C. Leavens, comer New Jersey Avenue and C Street SE. 

Walter Spauls, 2012 K Street NW. 

William J. Boyle, 601 Massachusetts Avenue NW. 

Patrick Smyth, 101 D Street SW. 

The Monticello, club, 1301 Fourth Street NW. 

Century Club, 815 Vermont Avenue NW. 

Peter J. Lynagh, 523 Seventh Street SW. 

WHOLESALE LICENSES GRANTED ON NONBUSINESS STKBBTS OR IN RESIDENTIAL 
SECTIONS FOR THE YEAR BEGINNING NOVEMBER 1, 1914. 

Margaret Hawkins, 1240 Twenty-second Street NW. 

Alexander S. Clarke, 1820 Eighteenth Street NW. 

Christian Schmidt, 713 Maryland Avenue NE. 

Otto Herzc^ 1340 New Hampshire Avenue NW. 

Pauline H. Bresnahan, 1252-1254 Twentieth Street NW. 

Benjamin Kotz, 1005 Sixth Street NE. 

Wm. Muehleisen Co. (Inc.), 916 Fifth Street NW. 

Eobert E. Bresnahan, 670 B Street SE. 

Robert E. Smith, 340 Sixth Street SE. 

Julius Albrecht, 1705 Third Street NE. 
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Louis J. Cohen, 1400 Fourth Street NW. 

Margaret Kenny, 314 C Street NE. 

Jacob Brenner, 2523 M Street NW. 

Agnes C. Brandos, 1527 Twelfth Street NW. 

Bernard Walls, Eleventh Street and Massadiusetts Avenue NE. 

Richard T. Mazinger, 359 M Street SW. 

Henry J. Keough, 343 First Street NE. 

Anna M. Murphy, 1400 Twelfth Street NW. 

George W. Hume, 1018 Eighteenth Street NW. 

John O'Donoghue, 1400 First Street NW. 

Wm. & Morris Wolf, 2157 K Street NW. 

Patrick Cannon, 1257 Twenty-second Street NW. 

Theodore W. Estler, 1301 C Street SW. 

Otto Ruppert, 1402 Twelfth Street NW. 

The German Brewing Co. (Inc.), 65 I Street SE. 

The Chairman. Have you any comment to make in regard to any 
of these ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes, Mr. Chairman, I have this comment to make. 
Some of these places are on blocks where there is 50 per cent or more 
of the foot frontage used for business purposes. Many of th^n are on 
comers, with one frontage used for business purposes, the side street 
being wholly residential, and the territory beyond on either side of 
the street being given up almost entirely to homes of the people. 

The Chairman. As a rule have the people on these residence streets 
protested against these saloons ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Ii^ many instances; yes, sir. Many of the cor- 
ners, for instance, on H Street NE., running all the way from Fifteenth 
Street down to North Capitol Street, are occupied by saloons. There 
are some business blocks on H Street mostly small community 
businesses, but on either side of H Street, all the way out, it is built 
up with homes. The side streets are almost invariably — ^in fact I do 
not know of a single instance in which it is not so — altogether resi- 
dential. 

Senator Jones. I would suggest, Mr. Chairman, that a personal 
inspection by our committee mU clear that up much better than 
anything Mr. Shoemaker can say. 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

The Chairman. I simply wanted to know whether he had any com- 
ment to give us in connection with the hearings that were held on 
these cases. 

Senator Jones. Oh, y^; that would be all right. 

Senator Thompson. Were these matters shown up on hearings for 
license ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes, sir; in every instance. We called their 
attention to them. Licenses were granted right next door to homes, 
against protests. 

The Chairman. These are all kinds of saloons, as I xmderstand, 
wholesale and retail? 

Mr. Shoemaker. No, sir; this is a list of bars. 

The Chairman. Later on there is a list of wholesale places ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

The Chairman. Have you any comment to make regarding the 
hearings that were held on this phase of the question, m resi3ence 
sections ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. In residence sections ? 

The Chairman. Yes. 
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Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. The eastern section of the city is very 
largely residential. H Street NE,, and Pennsylvania Avenue SE., 
contam practically the business in the southeastern section excepting 
a little on Eleventh and Eighth Streets, near the Marine Barracks. 
That is, in fact, all of the business in that section of the city except, 
of course, there is a drug store and maybe a grocery store around 
here and there. Ninety-nine hundredths, I should say, of the build- 
ings are homes in that section. The people out there felt that the 
whole section ought to be under the law, and was intended to be free 
from saloons, and they got up a very vigorous and numerously 
signed petition addressea to tne excise board, asking that for this 
present license year, at least, that the section be a dry section, where 
no licenses would be granted. A hearing was given to these protes- 
tants, and I do not know how many appeared, but I have a great list 
of those who appeared at that time; tneir signatures were given, and 
they made a protest against the granting oi Ucenses; but the board 
paid no more attention to it than to say that they would not grant 
their request. 

Senator Thompson. Can you give us the estimated nimiber of 
people who appeared, protesting ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I suppose there were 200. There were thousands, 
I believe, who protested against it on the written petitions or protests. 

Senator Thompson. But several hxmdred appeared in person ? 

Mr. Shoemakbb. No; I will not say many nundred; out I think 
possibly 200 appeared. I do not know how many; I do not recol- 
lect; but there was a very large attendance. The board used the 
conmiissioners' board room for the purpose of the hearing, and that 
room was about fQled. Then the citizens of Anacostia nad filed a 
separate petition. It is claimed that their petition against a license 
of any kind there represented, by actual signatures secured, at least 
three-fourths of the adults of that place. Anacostia is situated 
across the river, and is a community in itself, a home community 
with but two streets that have any business that amoimt to any- 
thing. The two streets coming together at the bridge contain all 
the business of Anacostia, and the rest ol it is made up of homes, 
churches, and schools. They had a hearing also, in the Doard room 
of the District commissioners, and the room was filled at that time 
and the board heard them apparently patiently, but that is all it 
amounted to, unfortimately. 

Senator Jones. Were there anv petitions presented from persons 
there asking for the granting of the Ucense ? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. 1 believe not. Senator. There were two or three 
citizens who appeared in behalf of it, I think. I do not recall any 
petition at all. 

Senator Jones. Two or three citizens; but were there apparently 
attorneys employed by those desiring Ucenses ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I do not recall now that anybody appeared at 
that general hearing. There were some few who appeaxea m a hear- 
ing for other Ucenses over there. I have got a Uttle mixed on them» 
Yes, attorneys did appear for the appUcants. 

The Chairman. There was a saloon that was located in Anacostia. 
Was it located in a business block ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. That saloon is on a block where there is sufficient 
business. 
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The Chairman. Then what point do you make m regard to that? 

Mr. Shoemaker. That the district is residential; that the section 
is residential. 

The Chairman. Under the law the board is not required to take 
the district into consideration, is it? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. But merely the residence character of the block? 

Mr. Shoemaker. As I imderstand it, they are to take the section 
into consideration. If the chairman will read the section, if he has 
not already read it, he will see that that reference is made there. 

The Chairman. Can you put your hand on it. ^ 

Mr. Shoemaker. It is section 1, page 2, 1 think. 

The Chairman. Let me read that section now. It is at the top of 
page 4. It is a part of paragraph 2, and reads as follows [reading] : 

Hereafter no license shall be granted for the establishment dr maintenance of a bar- 
room or other place for the sale of intoxicating liquors, otherwise than in sealed pack- 
ages and not to be drunk on the premises, in any residence portion of the District of 
Columbia; and it shall be the duty of the excise board to determine in the case of 
each application for license whether the location where the barroom is to be located 
is or is not within the business portion of the District, and if not the license shall be 
denied; and the excise board is hereb)^ authorized and required to determine in 
each case what is so far devoted to business as to constitute it a business street or 
section: Provided j That no license shall be granted for any saloon or barroom on any 
side of any square, block, or tract of land where less than fifty per centum of the foot 
frontage, not including saloons or hotels and clubs having barroom licenses under 
this section, is used for business purposes; nor shall intoxicating liquors be sold at 
wholesale outside of the business district as above provided. 

Senator Thompson. You admit, then, that it comes within that 
proviso there ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I admit that there is enough business there; 
that that proviso is all right. I mean that it does cooae within the 
proviso. 

Senator Jones. The proviso is simply a limitation on the power of 
the excise board in determining what is a business section of the 
District. That is, they are given the broad power, first, to determine 
whether a section or district is a business section or district ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

Senator Jones. And then, in order still further to limit their power 
rdative to a business section, they are absolutely prohibited from 

f ranting a Ucense imless 50 per cent of the frontage is occupied for 
usiness purposes ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. That is my view of it, exactly, and the same vie^w 
that I have preferred time and again before the board, that even in a 
business section if there should be a block 

Senator Jones. You mean in a residence section ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. No; I mean this, that under that provision if in a 
business section there should be one side of a block given over to 
homes, then the board would be prohibited from granting a license 
under that proviso. 

Senator Jones. Yes. 

The Chairman. But the intent of the law is that in a district that 
is almost wholly residential, that is, in a district that is practically- 
residential, there shall be no sal()ons licensed, although a small section 
of the district may be devoted to business ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes, and a block here and there — a side of a 
block. 
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The Chairman. I see. 

Mr. Shoemaker. It would be prohibited because the general 
section immediately around is largely residential. 

ThB CHAiRMA:Kr. Yes. 

Mr. Shoemaej^r. And it provides simply a limitation in a business 
section more particularly. 

Senator Jones. How many saloons are over in the Anacostia 
section ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Only one saloon and one wholesale place. 

Senator Jones. Is the wholesale place among business houses? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I can not remember that definitely. I never 
saw that particularplace, Senator. 

Senator Jones. The reason I asked is that I got the impression 
from somebody that tJiere was a saloon license or a wholesale license 
granted in Anacostia in a section or a block where it would be pro- 
nibited by that proviso, even. I wanted to know whether I was right 
about that. 

Senator Thompson. That it was not even on a business street ? 

Senator Jones. Yes. 

Mr. Shoemaker. I am not sure. I can not answer that question, 
but I will find out about it. 

Senator Jones. The chairman covered this awhile ago, but I want 
to ask Mr. Shoemaker about it. Do you know anything about the 
placing of saloons within a thousand feet of the Marine Barracks, the 
navy yard, the War College, and so forth ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. I have not any idea at all that the board 
has panted any licenses within those restricted districts. 

Senator Jones. You think there has been no violation of law in 
that way ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. No, sir. 

Senator Jones. That is aU right, then. 

The Chairman. Here I have a list of saloons that it is claimed 
are operated within 300 feet of an alley or slum. Did the board 
exceed its authority or violate its authority in granting licenses to 
those saloons ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. No; I think not, Mr. Chairman. The law per- 
mits the board, if they act unanimously, to grant licenses within 300 
feet of alleys. 

The Chairman. It allows them to do that ? 

Mr. SsosMAKER. Yes; the law allows the board to grant licenses 
for saloons within 300 feet of alleys* 

The Chairman. One member, however, can prohibit the granting 
of a license for a place within 300 feet of an inhabited aUey or slum! 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. We urged these alleys as objections against 
the granting of licenses if they were within the prescribed limit. 

The Chairman. The board has acted, then, with unanimity as to 
every application that has been made for a license for a saloon within 
300 feet of an alley or slum ? 

Mr. SaoEMAKBR. They have acted with imanimity. 

The Chairman. In every case. That is the reason I say they have 
all acted together on evay case dnce they have been constituted a 
board. Is tihe case of Frank Hall an exception ? 

Mr. Shobmaker. No; the record shows that the three members of 
the board voted to reject Frank HaU's application. 
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The Chairman. I know; but was his case rejected on the ground 
that he was withm 300 feet of an alley or slum 1 

Mr. Shoemaeeb. I could not state that. We urged the alley 
against it^ and they tried to show that the inhabitant in the alley 
had moved out prior to the rejection of the Ucense. Whether they 
did or notf I do not know. 

The Chaibman. I have here a list of 28 saloons that are claimed to 
be within 300 feet of inhabited alleys. I think you provided me 
with that list. 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. WiU you identify the list so that I can insert it in 
the record ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes, sir; this is the list. 

(The list referred to is here printed in full, as follows:) 

The folloTdng barrooms were licensed for the year beginning November 1, 1914, 
within 300 feet of inhabited alleys: 
John P. Sheehan, 701 North Capitol Street. 
Michael Mclnemey, 1226 Seventh Street NW. 
Terence Fegan, 930 Fourth Street NW. 
Leopold Birkle, 1245 H Street NE. 
Jeremiah O^Connor, 115 Four and a-half Street NW. 
Wm. E. O'Connor, 234 Four and a-half Street SW. 
Michael J. Lynch, 350 Pennsylvania Avenue NW. 
Wm. Doyle, 1218 Wisconsin Avenue NW. 
George P. Harrigan, 729 Ninth Street SW. 
James O'Connor, 1429 North Capitol Street. 
George W. Hall, 927 Four-and-a-half Street SW. 
Wm. Hanlon, 1235 Seventh Street NW. 
Stephen Chaconas, 468 Pennsylvania Avenue NW. 
Daniel J. Alman, 244 Fourteenth Street SW. 
Patrick J. Neligan, 1908 Fourteenth Street NW. 
John M. Trant, 629 Four-and-a-half Street SW. 
Gregor Kramm, 224 Fourteenth Street SW. 
Minnie E. Costello, 45 H Street NE. 
John E. Bonini, 729 North Capitol Street. 
Kate H. Weigh, 248 Third Street SW. 
Maiirice Ganey, 615 Seventh Street SW. 
Patrick J. Bligh, 235 Four-and-a-half Street SW. 
Patrick J. Daly, 626 Four-and-a-half Street SW. 
Francis J. Stanton, 1205 Wisconsin Avenue. 
Michael T. Greene, 639 D Street SW. 
Wm. J. O'Leary, 733 North Capitol Street. 
Wm. T. Babbington, 34 H Street NE. 
Thomas Cannon, 1358 H Street NE. 

The Chairman. It is a fact, then, is it, that no one member of the 
board has taken it upon himself to object to giving license to a saloon 
upon fhe groimd that it is within 300 feet of an afley or slum ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I can answer that by saying that all the licenses 
that they have granted were by imanimous vote of the board. 

The Chairman. Any one member of the board could have stopped 
a license to any one 6i these saloons here that was within 300 feet of 
an alley or slum on the groimd that it was within 300 feet ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. That is true. 

The Chairman. But it is evident that no member of the board has 
taken advantage of that objection to decline a license? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Well, now, I will not say that the board has 
not — that some member of the board has not— objected to the gnmt- 
ing of licenses on the groimd of proximity to alleys. I rather think 
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they have in some instances where the alleys have operated to pre- 
vent the granting of licenses. 

Senator Thompsok. He is asking you about this list. 

The Chairman. I am asking about this particular list, which is a 
list of places within 300 feet of an alley. If any member of the board 
had objected on that ground, they could not have gotten licenses ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. No; they could not have gotten licenses; I 
want to say this about that Ust. After our lists were filed, before 
hearings, calling attention to the alleys in close proximity to saloons, 
tiiere were some changes in some of these slum alleys. For instance, 
there may have been four or five families or three families in an alley, 
and the houses were bought up or leased by the licensee and the 
inhabitants were moved out, whether temporarily or permanently 
we do not know. At the hearing, when the police report was read, and 
it was shown there was an alley within 300 leet, witn so many inhabi- 
tants in it, and when our evidence was offered that there was an alley 
there within so many feet, and so many people living in it, or so many 
homes in it, then the other side would get up and say ** There is nobody 
m that alley at all.'' ''When did they get out?'^ ''They went out 
last week." 

The Chairman. That was after you had filed your objections? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

The Chairman. And before the board passed upon this matter? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; and at the hearings. So that that list, Mr. 
Chairman, may contain some alleys where there is nobody living at 
the present time. I can not say about that, but I wanted to put 
that in, so as to be fair about it. 

The Chairman. What are some of the more notorious alleys that 
have saloons within 300 feet of them ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Jackson Alley, down at G and H Streets and 
North Capitol Street. 

The Chairman. Do you know what saloon, if any, are located 
within 300 feet of Jackson Alley ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; I can tell you. Bonini's saloon is one. 

The Chairman. That is No. 729 North Capitol Street? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; and there are two others on that same side 
of the block on North Capitol Street. 

The Chairman. Did you object to licenses for these places on 
account of the notorious character of Jackson AUey? 

Mr. Shoemaker. We did; yes, sir. 

The Chairman. Did you present evidence showing the disreputable 
nature of the alley? 

Mr. Shoemaker. The pohce report showed that it was inhabited 
by the lower class of colored people. 

The Chairman. What did it show took place in that alley? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I asked the board to examine that alley. 

The Chairman. Do you know what developed in regard to the 
alley further? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Nothing further about it. It was simply of that 
character. 

The Chairman. Were there any dives or disreputable places in the 
allev? J F F 

Mr. Shoemaker. It is a place that causes the police a good deal of 
trouble. It has several entrances to it. It comes out on H Street and 
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on North Capitol Street, and also comes out on G Street, and it has 
been regarded as one of the worst alleys in town. 

Senator Jones. Do you know how many people live in it? 

Idx. Shoemaker. I can not recall, Senator, but it is one of the 
lai^est alleys in the city. 

Senator Jones. Several himdred people? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; I should say several hundred. 

Senator Jones. How many saloons are within 300 feet of that 
alley? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I should say 8 or 10. 

Senator Jones. Ei^ht or ten saloons? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. . 

Senator Jones. What is your idea in reference to the action of the 
board in granting those licenses? 

Mr. Shoemaker. My own judgment is, and I urged it before the 
board, that the character of that alley was such that the discretion 
given to them imder the law should be exercised and those licenses 
refused. Some of them are right at the mouth of the alley. 

Senator Jones. The saloons were apparently put there for the 
purpose of getting the alley trade ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; especially those around on H Street and on 
G Street. 

The Chairman. What do you know about WyUe Court NE. ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Wylie Court has a bad pohce reputation. It is 
located on H Street, between Twelfth and Thirteenth Streets. I 
have been in that alley and it is occupied almost entirely, in fact 
entirely, by colored people, and my attention has been called a num- 
b^er of times to fights and brawls and carousing and drinking there. 

The Chairman. How many saloons are there within 3W feet oi 
WyUe Court ? Just answer in a general way. 

Mr. Shoemaker. I think there are three. There are two or three. 

The Chairman. Have you the names of the licensees at hand? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Leopold Birkle is one. 

The Chairman. At 1245 H Street NE. ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. At 1245 H Street NE. I measured that distance. 

The Chairman. Yes. 

Mr. Shoemaker. And I think Thomas Gannon's saloon is one of 
them there in the square above, on H Street. 

The Chairman. I do not see that. That will be sufficient for pres- 
ent purposes. Those and one or two others, you say? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I have it all in this book. With just a little time 
I can look it up. 

The Chairman. It is sufficient for you to say that that and one or 
two others are within 300 feet of that court. What do you know 
about Snow Court ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Snow Court is familiar to me only by reputation. 
I do not recall ever having been in Snow Court. 

Senator Thompson. Where is that? 

Mr. Shoemaker. It is northwest, aroimd the gas house section, I 
believe. 

The Chairman. Are there some saloons within 300 feet of that 
court? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I understand there are some. 

The Chairman. You might give us the name of one, if you can 
find it. 
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Mr. Shoemakeb. I should like to ask permission to put it in evidence. 

The CHAiEBiAN. Very well; put it in the record when you find it. 

(Mr. Shoemaker subsequently made an investigation and reported 
to the chairman that there is no saloon located within 300 feet of 
Snow Court.) 

Senator Jones. If there are any alleys within 300 feet of which 
there should not be saloons, are they not these to which the chairman 
has called your attention) 

Mr. Shoemakeb. Yes, but there are some more. 

Senator Jones. Yes; but these have the worst reputation of any 
alleys in the city, have they not? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. Yes. 

Senator Jones. And if there is any discretion vested in the board 
which could have been exercised, it should have been exercised in 
connection with these places t 

Mr. Shoemakeb. Yes^ there are some alleys in the southwest. 

The Chaibman. Do you know of any instance where the board has 
refused a hcense on the ground that a saloon was within 300 feet of a 
alum or alley ? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. Mr. Chairman, I do not, because the board never 
gave their reasons whv they rejected an application, and generally 
when there was an alley in any case, there were other thmgs that 
operated against it, and in no instance can I recall where the board 
said in so many words that they refused the hcense because of the 
close proximity to an alley. 

The Chaibman. Is there anything anywhere requiring the board 
to hcense the fuH niunber of 300 saloons in the District of Columbia) 

Mr. Shoemakeb. Absolutely nothing in the law; but the hquor 
men have contended continuously that the law meant that there 
must be 300, and especially when the transfers were made the last 
license year, statements were dropped from time to time to the effect 
that the intention of the law was tnat there should be 300 saloons. 

TTie Chaibman. I want to insert here the exact language of the law. 
Do you know about where it is ? 

Senator Jones. It is part of paragraph 2, on page 4, and reads 
[reading] : 

In the issuing of licenses for barrooms it shall be the duty of the excise board to 
adopt such a policy as will reduce the number of barrooms, including^those in hotels 
and clubs, to not exceeding three hundred by November first, nineteen hundred and 
fourteen. 

The Chaibman. So that there is no prohibition there against their 
reducing the number of hcenses down to 50, or to 1 ? 

Mr. &OEMAKEB. Absolutely nothing, and I had occasion to ur^e 
that upon them many times — that the law provides that there shomd 
not be more than 300, but under that there may be just as few as 
they choose to make them. 

Senator Thompson. Did the board ever make any expression 
regarding thAt feature when it was bein^ presented ? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. No; except that tney took that provision to 
mean that there must be 300 hcenses. 

Senator Jones. Did you ever ask them to call on the corporation 
counsel for an opinion with regard to the meaning of that language) 

Mr. Shoemakeb. I never did, in that particular matter. 

Senator Jones. Do you know whether or not they ever did call on 
him for any opinion ? 

84613*— 8. Doc 081. 63-8 8 

Digitized by VjOOQIC 



100 EXCISE BOABD OF THE DISTRICT OF C01.UMBIA. 

Mr. Shoemakeb. I have no information about it, but I am quite 
sure thev did not. 

The (&AIRMAN. What do you say regarding the contention that 
if a saloon is improperly authorized it can be discontinued by the 
proper legal proceeding ? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. My opinion is that it can be. 

The Chaibman. Then why is it that these saloons that are not 
properly authorized have not been proceeded against in the courts ? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. I will state, Mr. Chairman, that immediately 
after those licenses were granted against which we had these l^al 
objections, we took steps to bring prosecutions. We knew that if we. 
brought them ourselves directly or through citizens in the upper court, 
these cases would finally go to the court of appeals and there would be 
a long, tedious proceeding, and feeling that we had the sympathy of 
some of the District officiSls, we went U> them and asked that they, the 
District, bring the prosecutions, and the corporation counsel agreed 
to do it and £rected one of his assistants to proceed with the prose- 
cutions of all these saloons against which there are legal objections, 
on the ground of their being too close to churches or schools, being 
within a residence district, being four on one side of a block, and any 
other case where a license was granted contrary to law. That was 
quite a while ago now, and since that time we have been trying to 
get those cases tried, and are ready to cooperate at any time and lur- 
nish all the information, and as far as we nave gotten was to get the 
corporation counsel's office, through the commissioners, to instruct 
the District surveyor to make measurements; and when your own 
request, Mr. Chairman, came to the District surveyor, he had already 
under consideration making the measurements. There was some 
difference of opinion between his office and the corporation counsel's 
office as to how they should be made, and that was holding him up. 
The excuse given by the attorney having these matters in chaise is 
that he has oeen so busy with other cases in court that he has not 
had time to take them up. 

The Chaibman. You say you felt that if you undertook it indi- 
vidually or as an organization it would be long drawn out and expen- 
sive? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. It would be an expensive procedure, and we 
want to bring a number of cases, and we felt there was no reason 
why the District, if licenses were ill^ally granted, should not test 
them out in the court. 

Senator Jones. You could not bring criminal cases, anyhow, 
oould you ? 

Mr. diiOEMAKEB. Yes, citizens could go and swear out informations 
under the law, and the corporation counsel would have to accept 
them. 

Senator Jones. Why have you not done that in reference to some 
of these licenses granted in residence sections ? 

Mr. SiiOKMAKKB. WeD, we felt that we did not want to do it with- 
out we had the cooperation and sympathy of the prosecuting author- 
ities. In the crush of business m the police court they would not 
be fairly handled, and we felt that it would be better to have the 
attorney that had been assigned to these cases give his time to it.. 
We hail confidence that he would do it right, preferring him to some 
others* 
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Senator Jones. Do you hold that* \iuder, the law a licensee m a 
residence district is .free from prosecution; because he has a license? 

Mr. Shoemaker. No. '••'£•'*•••. 

Senator Jones. You hold that under the law^'iiatwithstanding he 
has a license, he can be prosecuted for selling liquQ^iU'figaJ^y ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. If tne license is granted in viola'§qri*pi law it is 
null and void, and no license at all. *•*.•• / ; ^ 

Senator Jones. There are some of these cases, appacentLy,^ so 
dear that a prosecutor would have very httle to do in estkbfiaatng 
his case if complaints were made; is not that true? "VV" 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes, it is simply a question of law, as I understands : 
it, Senator. 

Senator Jones. Did you think that the law officers of the District 
would not be in favor of pressing the correct construction of the law? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Well, no, I would not say 'that; but the young 
man who prosecutes in the pohce court has a very busy life of it 
there, and when I first took the matter up with him he preferred to 
talk to the corporation counsel himself about it, and I was to meet 
him with the corporation counsel, and when I arrived at the corpo- 
ration coimsePs office he had been there and gone. I undertood 
that he had told the corporation counsel that he did not care to han- 
dle the cases. 

Senator Jones. He told you that ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. That is what I gathered from the corporation 
counsel himself. 

Senator Jones. Then why did not you and the corporation counsel 
take it up ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Then I took it up with the corporation counsel, 
and he called another assistant in, and in my presence directed hJTn 
to take these cases into court, and take them to the court of appeals 
if necessary. 

Senator Jones. Well, what was done ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Nothing has been done except to ask the sur- 
veyor to make the measurements in the case of churches and schools. 

Senator Jones. Have you made any complaint to them about these 
licenses in residence districts ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. There is no measurement required there t What 
have they done ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. They have done nothing about it. ^ I have taken 
up with them all these legal objections to granting these Ucenses, 
with the view to prosecutions. 

Senator Jones. When do you expect that that office down there 
will have time to take these things up ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Well, every week it is next week. I have not seen 
them this week. 

Senator Jones. How long is it since they commenced saying that 
it would be next week? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Oh, it has been two months. 

Senator Jones. Mr. Chairman, I want to read into the record par 
graph 12 of this law. It is as follows [reading] : 

Pak. 12. That any person, company, copartnership, corporation club, or associa- 
tion maniifacturing, selling, offering for sale, keeping for sale, trafficking in, barter- 
ing, exchanging for goods, or otherwise furnishing any intoxicating liquors in th« 
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District of Columbia, without fii?bt.hav]:ng obtained a license as herein provided, or 
shall manufacture, sell, offer Sor.sale, keep for sale, traffic in, barter, exchange for 
goods, or give away into^dc^^ing liquors in anjr part, section, or district of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia wh^jpem -Jilfe 'same is prohibit^ by law^ upon conviction thereof 
shall be fined not l^.tfrseu $250 nor more than $800, and in aefault in the payment 
of such fine be impru^iied in the District jail or workhouse for not less than two months 
nor more than*,49(r*9ibhths; and upon every subsequent conviction for such offense 
shall, in.addiiioX w the penalty named, to wit, a fine of not less than $250 nor more 
than $800,. be iiftprisonea in the workhouse of the District of Columbia not less than 
thr^^montibs nor more than one year. 

;* .XJ^dfer that section one or two prosecutions would stop these sales 
•,*, iii residence districts. I think that they would not have to do any- 
'•• "thing more than make one or two prosecutions in order to stop them. 

Mr. Shoemaker. I want to say that it is a very difficult matter to 
get convictions in the police court in the District, due partly to the 
system of the two courts — ^the United States court and the District 
court. The jury is are hard to get hold of. The District has a hard 
time to get tne use of the jurors. The defendants demand jury trials 
in all cases, and it is not an easy matter to get convictions. I am 
not especially hopeful about it. 

The Chairman. Speaking of saloons in residence districts, is it not 
a fact that the board nas dehberately held that Congress did not intend 
this provision to apply to hotels and clubs in the residence districts ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Tne board has adopted a rule to that effect. 

The Chairman. So that, although the plain letter of the law is that 
no saloon shall be estabhshed in a residence district, without regard to 
whether it is in a club or a hotel or in a private house, the board holds 
that clubs and hotels may have Ucensed bars in residence districts ! 

Mr. Shoemaker. Absolutely. 

The Chairman. I have here a list of clubs that are running saloons 
in residential districts, which is as follows [reading] : 

1. Army and Navy, 1627 I Street NW. 

2. Commercial, 1634 I Street NW. 

3. Centiuy, 815 Vermont Avenue NW. 

4. Eagle, 601 E Street NW. 

5. Elks, 919 H Street NW. 

6. Jolly Fat Men's, 933 D Street NW. 

7. MetropoUtan, 1700 H Street NW. 

8. Monticello, 1301 Fourth Street NW. 

9. National Press, 1420 G Street NW. 

10. University, 900 Fifteenth Street NW. 

11. Washington Saengerbund, 314 C Street NW 

I will ask you if that list is correct? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. Yes, sir. 

The Chaebman. As a matter of fact, they are all subject to pun- 
ishment under this section just quoted by Senator Jones ? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. That is my opinion. 
• Senator Thompson. Has that matter ever been brought to the 
attention of the board, of the granting of hcenses to clubs in residence 
sections ? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. Yes; we opposed them in the same way. 

The Chaibman. You resisted the granting of those licenses on the 
ground that they were in residence (ustricts ? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. Yes, sir. 
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The Chairman. And also you resisted the grantmg of licenses to 
some hotels on the ground that they were in residential districts ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

The Chairman. What were those? Is the Bellevue one of them! 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

The Chairman. Is the Cairo another? 

Mr. Shoemaker. The Cairo is another. 

The Chairman. Is the Powhatan another? 

Mr. Shoemaker. No; I think not. 

The Chairman. Do you recall if the Gordon is another — the Gor- 
don, on Sixteenth and H Streets? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

The Chairman. How about the Grafton? 

Mr. Shoemaker. The Grafton; jes. 

The Chairman. The Grafton is in a residential district? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I think so. 

The Chairman. Is the Vamum another? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes ; I think the Vamum is in a nonbusiness section. 

The Chairman. Is the Congress Hall Hotel another ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. Did the board ever express a view with reference 
to these residential sections that the chairman has just caHed your 
attention to, and these hcenses in those sections ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; we have talked about that on more than 
one occasion. 

The Chairman. As to both hotels and clubs ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; hotels and clubs. 

The Chairman. To the granting of all of those hcenses you ob- 
jected, and against them you protested ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; we protested. In every instance, as I Re- 
call it; we made it a business to do that. 

Senator Jones. What reasons did they give? 

Mr. Shoemaker. That Congress never mtended to deny hcenses 
to hotels and clubs; that it was an oversight on the part of Congress, 
and that they would supply the omission. 

Senator Jones. Oh, that they would legislate ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

Senator Jones. A sort of an annex to Congress f 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

(At 1.05 o'clock p. m. the committee took a recess until 3 o'clock 
p.m.) 

AFTERNOON SESSION. 

The special committee reassembled, pursuant to the taking of the 
recess, at 3 o'clock p. m. 

Present: Senators Sheppard (chairman), Thompson, and Jones. 

TESTIMONY OF MB. ALBEBT E. SHOEHAEEB (Besnmed). 

Mr. Shoemaker. Mr. Chairman, perhaps I had better touch on 
those rules. 

The Chairman. Do you mean the changes in the law? 
Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 
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The Chairman. I believe a letter that you wrote on the subject was 
read on yesterday by Mr. Wilson. 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

The Chairman. Do you wish to comment on that letter, or have 
you other variations from the rules besides those mentioned in the 
letter to comment on ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. There are one or two others, I think. 

The Chairman. Here is that letter, for your guidance, in the record 
of yesterday. I will ask you to just discuss those changes in your 
own way. 

Mr. Shoemaker. The first one we objected to was the one in ref- 
erence to the granting of Ucenses for barrooms to be located in hotels 
with less than 50 bedrooms. That rule has permitted the excise board 
to grant licenses to a number of hotels with less than 50 bedrooms. 

Senator Jones. What is the rule ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. The rule is that no license shall be issued to a 
hotel, as such, having less than 50 bedrooms for guests. The words 
"as such'' were s upp lied by the board. 

Senator Jones. What is their significance ? 

Mr. Wilson. The significance of those words is that a barroom 
license is issued to a hotel of less than 50 rooms, which gives it all 
the priwleges of a barroom in a hotel with more than 50 rooms, 
with the possible exception of serving liquors in the bedrooms, and 
we feel that that change in the law, or attempted change in the 
law, by the excise board, has operated to defeat a very important 
feature of the act. 

Senator Jones. Can you give any instances where licenses have 
been granted imder that provision, that you contend are really 
granted contrary .to law ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; there are several hotels. I gave the list 
to you yesterday. I do not know whether the chairman has it or not. 

The Chairman. Here it is. 

(The list referred to is here printed in full as follows) : 

Geo. J. Bessler, 922 Pennsylvania Avenve NW. 
Gustav Buchholz, 1411 Pennsylvania Avenue NW. 
J. H. De Atley, 1222 Pennsylvania Avenue NW. 
Harvey Co. (Inc.), 1016 Pennsylvania Avenue NW. 
Charles Mades, 300 Pennsylvania Avenue NW. 
Henry M. Marks, 1000 E Street NW. 
John Perreard, 513 Thirteenth Street NW. 
Jos. Schladt, 1238 Wisconsin Avenue NW. 

Mr. Shoemaker. I understand that George J. Bessler is running 
a hotel at 922 Pennsylvania Avenue NW., and that J. H. De Atley is 
mainta ning a hotel at 1222 Pennsylvania Avenue NW. 

Senator Jones. Do you know the names of those hotels ? 
. Mr. Shoemaker. The De Atley Hotel and Bessler^s. 

Senator Thompson. They are known by those names, are they f 

Mr, Shoemaker. Yes. 

Senator Thompson. What kind of a license have they ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. They have restaurant licenses. 

Senator Jones. Bestaurant licenses ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; they are designated by the board as 
restaurants. 

Senator Jokes. And they run their places as hotels ? 
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Mr. Shoemaker. But they are actually hotels, and I should like to 
have the privilege of putting in the record in connection with this, 
the fact tnat these Ucensees have hotel hcenses from the District 
authorities. 

Then there is the Harvey Co., incorporated. 

Senator Thompson. Is a restaurant license the same as a saloon 
Ucense ? Is it a license to sell Uquor ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. No; imder our law restaurants have the privilege 
of seUing liquor to women, and the law further provides that they 
may not maintain restaurants and have barroom licenses except 
the board designate them as restaurants. 

Senator Thompson. For instance, take Geyer's, where there is 
both a saloon and a restaurant. What kind of a license have they 
there? 

Mr. Shoemaker. That is a restaurant having a barroom license. 

Senator Thompson. There is no diflFerence in the charge ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. There is no difference. The Ucense fee is the 
same. 

Senator Thompson. And that is the same kind of license that is 
issued to each of these hotels, is it; as restaurants having barroom 
licenses? 

Mr. Shoemaker. A restaurant having a barroom Ucense. We 
have the two classes of Ucenses only — ^barroom and wholesale. 

Senator Thompson. These hotels have less than 50 rooms ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Less than 50 bedrooms. 

Senator Jones. I want to caU the Senator's attention to the fact 
that there is an express prohibition against issuing a Ucense to a hotel 
with less than 50 rooms, but they frequently get around that by 
issuing a restaurant Ucense, and they put in the rule the language;^ as 
Mr. Shoemaker mentioned a moment ago, hotels ^^as such." 

Mr. Shoemaker. Charles Mades's place, 300 Pennsylvania Ave- 
nue NW., is Ucensed as a restaurant. Henry M. Marks's, 1000 E 
Street NW., has a Ucense for a restaurant. John M. Perreard, 513 
Thirteenth Street NW., has .a Ucense for a restaurant. 

Senator Jones. That is, you mean they have barroom Ucenses as 
restaurants ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Thompson. They can run a barroom and have a restaurant 
in connection with it; is that it? 

Mr. Shoemaker. And they run as hotels as weU. 

Senator Thobcpson. When you say ''restaurant Ucense," that 
means that they can have a barroom and then serve to a restaurant 
on the side ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

Senator Thobcpson. But the objection you make is that they are 
serving in the hotel ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. A hotel with less than 50 rooms. The law pro- 
hibits a hotel with less than 50 rooms from having a barroom license 
ataU. 

Senator Thompson. When it comes^ to determining the number ot 
saloons you have on a street, do they count those restaurant Ucenses 
or not? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I think they do. They count them as making 
up the number, but hotels are not counted. 
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Senator Thompson. But hotels are not counted ? 

Mi, Shoemaker. No, sir. In other words, the hotel has nothing 
to do with the number on a street. 

Senator Thompson. That is a provision of the law itself, is it not? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. Joseph Schladt has a barroom at No. 1238 
Wisconsin Avenue. He is designated as having a restaurant, and 
he maintains a hotel with less than 50 bedrooms. 

The Chairman. Are there any more ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Gustav Buchholz has a license for a hotel at 
No. 1411 Pennsylvania Avenue NW. That is designated by the 
excise board as a restaurant, and it has a barroom license. 

Senator Jones. Do you know whether or not he has a hotel license ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; I am quite sure he has. I have not exam- 
ined the records, but it is known as the Occidental Hotel. There 
are probably some others, similar, which have hotel Ucenses and are 
designated as restaurants and are granted barroom hcenses, but I am 
unable to designate them at this time. 

The Chairman. How many are there with less than 50 bedrooms 
that have barroom hcenses ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Eight, I think. 

The Chairman. Does that hst include the Occidental Hotel ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

The Chairman. Not by name ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. It is hcensed in the name of Gustav Buchholz, 
1411 Pennsylvania Avenue, and is known as the Occidental Hotel. 
Also, Mr. dhairman, I might give the hotels that were hcensed as 
hotels dining the last year! 

The Chairman. Yes. 

Mr. Shoemaker. And also those places that are hcensed as clubs. 
Tllev are here. (See page 102.) 

Tne Chairman. I called those out this morning. 

Mr. Shoemaker. I know that you called the clubs, but not the 
hotels. 

The Chairman. No, not the hotels. Please give a hst of the hotels 
in Washington that have barroom hcenses, which have more than 
50 bedrooms ? 

Mr. Shoemaker (reading) : 

HOTELS. 

1. Bellevue Hotel, Fifteenth and H Streets NW. 

2. Commercial Hotel, 640 Pennsylvania Avenue NW. 

3. Charles Hotel, 485 Pennsylvania Avenue NW. 

4. Columbia Hotel Co., Raleigh. 

5. E. S. Cochran, manager, Cochran. 

6. Congress Hall Hotel Co., 233 New Jersey Avenue SE. 

7. Cairo Apartment House Co., 1615 Q Street NW. 

8. Capitol Park Hotel Co., North Capitol and E Streets. 

9. Washington Hotel Co., Continental. 

10. C. W. Edwards, Piedmont, 491 Missouri Avenue NW. 

11. Ebbitt House, Fourteenth and F Streets NW. 

12. Grafton Hotel, 1139 Connecticut Avenue NW., Harrington Mills, proprietor. 

13. Grand Hotel Co., 1426 Pennsylvania Avenue NW. 

14. Gordon Hotel, 918 Sixteenth Street NW., T. A. McKee, proprietor. 

15. Harrington Hotel Co., 432 Eleventh Street NW., H. Mills, proprietor. 

16. Harris Hotel, 15 Massachusetts Avenue NW. 

17. National Hotel, G. F. Schutt, proprietor. 

18. Powhatan Hotel (Corp.), Powhatan. 
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19. Levi Woodbury, St. James HoteL 

20. Southern Hotel Co., Metropolitan, T. A. McKee, president. 

21. Shoreham Hotel Co., Shorenam, J. Maury Dove, president. 

22. Sterling Hotel Co., Sterling, T. P. Taylor, vice president. 

23. Summit Hotel, 1249 Seventh Street NW., John Windolph, proprietor. 

24. Tremont Hotel, 304 Second Street NW., Mary L. Colton, proprietress. 

25. Hotel Thyson, 1503 Seventh Street NW., John Walsh, proprietor. 

26. Vendome Hotel, 301 Pennsylvania Avenue. 

27. Vamum Hotel, New Jersey* A venue and C Street SE., C. C. Leavens, proprietor. 

28. Willard Hotel Co., Willard. 

The Chairman. I believe it has been brought up there are a num- 
ber of these hotels with barroom licenses in residence districts ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. What have you to say with reference to the bar- 
room in the Grand Hotel ? 

Senator Thompson. There are more than 50 rooms in the Grand 
Hotel? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; that is a large one. A Uttle more than 
two years ago Edward J. Gardiner was the proprietor of the Grand 
Hotel, located at the comer of Fifteenth and rennsvlvania Avenue. 
He had a barroom in connection with his hotel, andf he maintained 
a beer garden in connection with the bar, in the basement. This 
beer garden was frequented by many women, and about that time 
he was arrested, charged with seUii^ or furnishing Uquor to a young 
girl, a minor. He was convicted in the poUce court of dispensing 
Bguor, but not selling it. There were two counts, one chargmg him 
with selling and the other with dispensing. Under the law at that 
time his conviction for selhng or dispensing to a minor carried with 
it the penalty of revocation of Ucense. fie was convicted of dis- 
pensing hquor, and the police court judge held that did not carry 
with it the penalty of revocation oi license. The case was car- 
ried to the court of appeals, and the court of appeals reversed the 
lower court and held tnat the purpose of the law was to prevent 
minors from getting Uquor. It aid not make any diflFerence whether 
it was dispensed or sold, and upon that ruling tne excise board was 
required to revoke the license, and the Ucense was revoked. That 
was the old board, though, under the old law. 

The Chairman. Do you remember the date of that revocation ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I do not. Senator. I intended to look that up, 
but have not done it. 

The Chairman. At any rate, it was before the present board went 
into office ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. It was before the present board came into office, 
and before this present law went into eflFect. Mr. Gardiner immedi- 
ately — or shortly after that — formed a corporation and applied for a 
license for the Grand Hotel. He appeared as the manager and treas- 
urer of the corporation, and had a majority of th« stock, which gave 
him control. The Ucense was granted to him, as manager, the 
board stating at that time that under the law they could not deny 
thp license; that a hotel should always have a Ucense; that it had a 
right under the law to a Ucense. That provision was in the old law. 

The Chairman. This was stiU the old ooard? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; the old board. When the new board came 
in, the Grand Hotel Co. was cited to show cause why its Ucense 
should not be refused for the year beginning November 1, 1913. 

The Chairman. Cited by wnom ? 
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Mr. Shoemaker. By the new excise board, of which Mr. Sheehy 
was chairman. 

The Chairman. On whose motion; on the motion of the board 
itself? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I think there was objection made, some protest 
or police report or something was filed against it, and I think the 
board issued a rule to show cause, and we had an extensive hearing at 
that time. The testimony showed the character of the hotel and bar, 
and we urged that the license should be refused, and we cited the his- 
tory of the place, and contended that under the new law a hotel could 
be deprived of a license just as any ordinaiy barroom could be. The 
board, however, granted a license to the Grand Hotel for the year 
beginning November 1, 1913. 

Senator Thompson. This same man Gardiner was at the head of it f 

Mr. Shoemaker. This same man Gardiner was the manager and 
treasurer. 

The Chairman. And the proprietor of the hotel ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. The proprietor of the hotel. 

The Chairman. The same Gardiner, I understand, is a lessee of the 
United States Government? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; the property is owned by the United 
States Government and is leased or rented by the month. 

The Chairman. To Mr. Gardiner? 

Mr. Shoemaker. To Mr. Gardiner — or to the Grand Hotel Co., I 
suppose, now. The company made application for renewal of 
license for the year beginning November 1, 1914, and upon that 
application the police made an adverse report. This report was made 
by Capt. J. L. Sprinkle, then acting captain of the first precinct, in 
which the place is located. 

The Chairman. At whose instance did the police make a report 
on this case ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. At the instance of the excise board. The excise 
board referred all cases to the poUce for report. 

The Chairman. That is, all renewal cases ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; all renewal cases. 

The Chairman. Do they refer to the poUce original applications for 
license ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. There is a special blank used. I think 
the blank is printed by the police department; and these blanks are 
filled out by the captain of police. Thev answer various questions 
in regard to the conduct of the place, the location, etc. I think I 
had better say, however, that this new blank was provided by the 
. present excise board. The report I have here. 

Senator Thompson. What is the date of this report? 

Mr. Shoemaker: -August 23, 1914. The report says: 

The manager, Edward L. Gardiner, conducts a garden in the basement of this hotel 
where they nave music and singing. Dancing allowed on the platform set aside for 
that purpose. This is a resort for streetwalkers and women of questionable character, 
and a3 a result is a meeting place for men and women. In my opinion these coildi- 
tions are objectionable in connection with a bar, and should be eliminated. 

J. L. Sprinkle, 
AcUng Captain^ First Precinct. 

This report was called to the attention of the board at the hearing 
upon the application for renewal, and the poUce, who knew of the 
conditions at the hotel, or some of them at least, were before the 
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board at our request, and testified as to it, substantiating quite fully 
the report of the captain. Prior to the granting of the hcense I had 
called the attention of the Secretary of the Treasury to this report, 
and inclosed him a copy of it. He kindly acknowledgCKi it and sug- 

fested that the matter be presented to the excise board, and that the 
oard would handle it. 

I think that is all, Mr. Chairman, in reference to the Grand Hotel, 
unless there is something else you wish to ask. 

The Chairman. They renewed the Ucense of the Grand Hotel in 
spite of this report on the part of the pohce, did they? 

Mr. Shoemaker. They renewed the Ucense of the Grand Hotel, 
and the Grand Hotel is licensed at this time. 

The Chairman. And it is situated on property owned by the 
United States? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Owned by the United States Government. 

The Chairman. Do you Imow whether these immoral practices 
still exist? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I have no personal knowledge of it, Mr. Chair- 
man, except that there are two cases pending against the manage- 
ment in the poUce court, in which it is charged with making scdes 
to minors; and I have information that the conditions that have 
been are still prevailing; but I do not know that of my own knowl- 
edge, and I guess I had better not speak about it. 

The Chairman. Do you know of any similar conditions in any 
x>ther hotel ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. The Marks Hotel at Tenth and E Streets. I am 
informed by the pohce, is a very objectionable house. 

The Chairman. What police officer told you that? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Lieut. Catts, the head of the vice squad, and 
Detective W. E. Howes, his assistant. I was present with them one 
evening at the hotel, and looked over the dining room. 

The Chairman. This is a hotel with less tlian 50 rooms ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; it is one of the hotels with less than 50 rooms. 
The vice squad say that it is one of the worst places in Washington. 

The Chairman. You say you went into the hotel with some of 
these officers ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; with members of the vice sauad. 

The Chairman. Did you see anything out of the orainary when you 
were in there ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I •saw nothing but of the ordinary at that time, 
except men and women drinking together, and the officers pointed 
out to me some whom they knew to be women of bad character, and 
one woman they told me they had taken out of a house which was 
raided under the Kenyon law a week or so previous. 

The Chairman. About when was this ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Oh, it has been two months ago, I should say. 
While I am on that, I might say we went also, on the same night, into 
the Grand Hotel, when I saw a large number of young people, men 
and women, girls and boys — I will not say they were under age, but 
they were young — sitting and drinking in that place. I also went to 
the Philadelphia House, located on Pennsylvania Avenue between 
Third and Four-and-a-half Streets, on the south side. That is a 
place run for colored people solely, and I found that the dining room, 
so called, in the rear of the bar, and elevated above the bar, was 
packed with yoimg men and women almost like sardines in a box. 
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Senator Thompson. Colored ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. All colored. 

The Chairman. You say the room above the bar ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. It is a room that is back of the bar, and it is 
elevated above the barroom. You have to go up several Uttle steps 
to get to it. 

The Chairman. Is the Philadelphia House supposed to be a hotel? 

Mr. Shoemaker. No, sir; I do not know whether they run that as 
a hotel or not, but it is designated as a restaurant by the excise board. 

The Chairman. Are there rooms there? 

Mr. Shoemaker. They have rooms upstairs, but I have not any 
knowledge whether they are used as hotel rooms or not. I know i 
was upstairs and saw some of the patrons in the rooms. 

The Chairman. Men and women ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; there were men and women. 

The Chairman. Were there any beds in those rooms ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I did not see any beds in those rooms. I saw 
two rooms near the front. I did not notice any beds. People were 
walking around as if it were a reception room of some kind. 

The Chairman. Did you not have occasion to visit the Philadel- 
phia House once before? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

The Chairman. With members of the excise board ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; I did. 

The Chairman. Describe that visit and give the date of it. 

Mr. Shoemaker. On the Saturday night just previous to the 
granting of the renewals for the year 1914, I was in company with 
two members of the excise board and Mr. Harvey — Hugh F. Har- 
vey — and among the 75 places we visited was the PnUadelphia 
House. Just about 10 minutes of 12 o'clock, when we were finisning 
the trip, I suggested as we were passing the place that we should 
visit it, the members agreed, and we went over and walked into the 
bar and found it fairly well filled with men, lined up all around the 
wall and at the bar. Mr. Bride and I walked rapidly through the 
bar and to the rear, up two or three steps, and into the dining room 
which I have already referred to. That night it was packed, just as it 
was the second night I saw it. They were serving hquors to women 
without meals or food of any kind, in violation of law. A man and a 
woman who started at the other end of the hall, which was about as 
wide as this room, marched — ^wormed their way — through the 
crowd, singing, with the piano playing, '^This is the Life. The 
waiters could hardly get in to serve, but they did worm their way 
in somehow. Gen. Smith, the chairman of the board, came up just 
after we did. We could not get in the room; we just could get to the 
door so that we could look in, and the chairman said after a moment 
or two, ^'I guess we have seen enough of this. Let us get out." 
So we wgnt out, and as we were going out the chairman said to me, 
significantly as I thought, ''Mr. Shoemaker, we have got to hand it 
to you on this case." 

Senator Jones. What did you understand by that ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I understood that the board, having seen this, was 
satisfied that no license should be granted further to that place. I 
was surprised, when the list of grants was given out, that the Phila- 
delphia House was one among me number. 
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The Chaibman. Did they attempt to give any excuse for licensmg 
that place? 

Mr. Shoeb£Akeb. No excuse. They generally give no reason for 
their action. 

Senator Thompson. There was no hearing of that case of the 
renewal ? 

Mr. Shoeb£AKEb. We had had the hearing on it. 

The Cratbman. When they applied for the renewal was th^re a 
hearing on the renewal ? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. Yes^ we had a hearing on it. 

The Chaibman. And m that hearing you set out what had hap- 
pended theretofore? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. No; we did not to that extent, because I did not 
have knowledge of it. 

Senator Thompson. I mean, was there no further hearing as to that? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. No; no further hearing. That was just a week 
before the granting of the license. 

The Chaibman. Did you appear at this hearing of October 15? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. Yes; but that was the hearing just before we 
visited the place. 

Senator Jones. You visited it just before the present license was 
granted that it is acting under? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. Yes; in the latter part of October, 1914. 

The Chaibman. When you visited it m the latter part of October, 
1914, did you see any women drinking without meals? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. Yes; that is the time I referred to. 

Senator Jones. That is the time he is referring to. 

The Chaibman. I thought he was describing tne first time it was 
hcensed ? 

Senator Jones. No. 

The Chaibman. He made two visits. 

Mr. Shoemakeb. Yes; but the second one was the visit I made 
with the vice squad, since the last license was granted. 

The Chaibman Have you asked for a revocation of that license ? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. I have not. There is no power of the board to 
revoke a license. 

The Chaibman. Has the board no power to revoke ? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. No power except upon conviction. 

Senator Jones. Upon proof of violation of the law ? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. i es ; upon conviction in the police court. 

The Chaibman. Does the law require conviction in the police court 
before the board can revoke a license ? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. Yes; it requires revocation upon two convictions, 
and the board may revoke upon one conviction. 

The Chaibman. Have there been any convictions in the police 
court of saloons for violating the excise law since November ? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. I do not know of any. I want to take this occa- 
sion, Mr. Chairman, to say something further in that connection, and 
somewhat in response to what Senator Jones said this morning in 
reference to prosecutions in the police court. Mj attention has 
been called recently to cases that have been pending in the police 
court for months. For instance, one captain of poUce has recently 
called my attention to a case made in his precinct that has been pend- 
ing in the police court since last July. It was made last July and 
has not reached prosecution yet. I had a letter the other day from 
a4ady who called my attention to a charge pending in Ihe police 
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court against a hotel for selling to a minor, a girl. That case has 
been pending for months. There are other cases that have been long 
pending in the police court without trial, and how soon they will be 
tried no one knows. 

Senator Jones. I think right there it would be well to insert in the 
hearings paragraph 18, making it the duty of the corporation counsel, 
to prosecute upon complaint. It is as follows [reading] : 

Par. 18. That prosecutions for violations of the provisions of this section shall be 
on information filed in the police court by the corporation counsel of the District of 
Columbia or any of his assistants duly authorized to act for him, and said corporation 
counsel or his assistants shall file such information upon the presentation to him or 
his assistants of sworn information that the law has been violated; and such corpora- 
tion counsel and his assistants shall have power tc administer oaths to such informant 
or informants, and such others as present themselves, and anyone making a false oath 
to any material fact shall be deemed guilty of perjury and subject to the same penalties 
as now provided by law for such offense. 

Mr. Shoemaker. Would it be of any interest to the committee to 
have a list of the cases pending and the time they have been pending? 

The Chairman. We would be very glad to have that. 

Mr. Shoemaker. I will try to get it. 

(The Ust referred to was subsequently submitted to the committee 
and is here printed in full, as follows:) 

List of cases charging violation of the excise law pending in the police court Feb, t7, 1915. 



No. 


Name. ♦ 


Charge. 


Date of 


445805 


njRY TRIALS. 

Goorge Nesliae 


Violation liauor law 


Oct. 28,1914 


447716 


Charles H. Fred (Grand Hotel) 

Thomas Taylor 


Selling liquor to minors 


Nov. 27, 1914 


446341 


Selling liquor to minor 


Nov» 5,1914 


441099 


James Cunningham 


Unlicensed bar « 


Aug. 24,1914 


430200 


William CaUoway 


Violation excise law 


Mar. 9,1914 


438448 


Henry Turner 


XTnlipeTised bfvr . . , - ^ , - , . 


July 13,1914 


450676 
445146 


Geo. W. Manogue, trading as Manogue 

& Jones. 
George Hillbus 


Violation excise law; selling to minor . . . 
Unlicensed bar 


Jan. 20.1915 
Oct. 19,1914 


440998 


Alexander T^. MacLeirnaTi .--.-. 


Selling liquor on Sunday 


Aug. 22,1914 
Aug. 5, 1914 


439902 


do 


do 


434794 


William I, Robertson 


Violation excise law. 


May 20,1914 


451352 


W. Grace Allen 


Unlicensed bar 


Feb. 1,1915 


450936 


Zora Brown 


.do 


Jan. 25.1915 


451757 


Patrick J. Wholohan 


do 


Feb. 8, 1915 


439299 


Ida Johnson 


.do 


July 27,1914 
July 30,1914 


439485 


AnniftWilsnn 


do 


452540 


TCdward \fi|lhftll 


Violation excise law 


Feb. 22,1915 

Feb. 16,1915 
Feb. 22,1915 


452184 


CONTINUED. 

Charles D. Groat 


Violation excise law; continued to Mar. 

2, 1915. 
Violation excise law; continued to Mar. 

10,1916. 

TTTilic«nsftd bar 


452551 


Charles W. Gray 


439258 


C0NTINT7ED INDEFINITELY. 

Josephine Dennis 


July 27,1914 


444238 


Walter Costello 


Violation excise law. 


Oct. 9,1914 

Sept. 34, 191^ 
Nov. 5,1914 
Mar. 9,1914 
May 7,1914 
May 20 1915 
July 6,1913 
Sept. 15,1913 
Nov. 3,1913 


443396 


John E. Simons 


..do 


446340 


Geo. M. HobitzeU 


Giving liquor to minors 


430199 


George Buckman 


Violation excise law. 


434053 


JohnlStep'iens 


do !!!!. 


434808 


John McCormick 


Giving liquor to minor 


414378 


Henry Johnson 


Violauon excise law. . 


418750 


E dgar Hoi ton 


. .do 


422195 


Mary C.Woodward 


do * .*....'. 


450407 


Chas. H. Fred (Grand Hotel) 


Violation excise law; selling to minor . . . 
.do 


Jan. 18,1915 
Jan. 16,1915 
Deo. 9,1914 
Deo. 9,1914 


450408 


do 


448389 


Henry Young 


Giving liquor to min(N!S 


448388 


George Walson (alias Geo. Wall) ...;.. 
Michael Quinlan 


Violation excise law '.'. 


452186 


do 


Feb. 16,1915 









Fbbbuart 27, 1916. 



F. A. Sbbbimo, 
CUrh Police Court, District of Columbia. 
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Senator Thompson. They do not try those cases with a jury m the 
police court here ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; most of the hcensees demand jury trials, 
and the cases sometimes go over for a year, and witnesses die or 
move away, and there is trouble always. 

Senator Thompson. Ordinarily a police-court case is tried without 
a jury. 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; but here a defendant has a right to demand a 
jury trial; that is, not in all cases. There are some minor cases that 
are tried without a jury, but in Uquor cases they have that right. 
That is all, I think, on that. 

The Chairman. What did vou observe in your inspection ^ trip 
when you say you visited 75 places ? , 

Mr. Shoemaker. Mr. Chairman, I may say that at my suggestion 
the commission made that inspection. There was no inspecting 
being done by the inspector. 

Senator Thompson. Who was in that party ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. The party consisted of Gen. Smith, the chairman 
of the excise board, Mr. Bride, and Mr. Hugh Harvey and myself. 
There were no inspections being made hj the inspector of the boards 
and, so far as I knew, the board when it looked at places generally 
saw them during the day, and I said, * ' If you want to see conditions, go 
at night, especidly on a Saturday night. Go among the saloons that are 
largely patronzied by the colored people and see for yourselves what is 
going on.'' The suggestion was made by Mr. Bride that I go with 
them, and the other gentlemen would not agree that I should go with- 
out Mr. Harvey should go along, and the party was thus made up. 

We first went up Fourteenth Street and visited the saloons, or 
many of them, up around U Street. We found those we went into- 
largely, some of them almost entirely, patronized by colored people. 
Then passing down Fourteenth Street we went to Georgetown and 
saw the saloons on M Street, where there were manj within a 
few blocks. Among them were two saloons at the bndge, which 
are in the western d^ zone, about which there is now a contest in the 
courts. The saloons along that street were mainlv for colored peo- 
ple, apparently. There were crowds of them in tnem, and in some^ 
white and some colored men, standing at the bar drinking together, 
and conditions in some of them were to my mind bad; and three of 
theplaces lost their Ucenses. 

We then came down to Ninth Street and looked at the saloons 
south of Pennsylvania Avenue on Ninth Street; then went up Ninth 
Street and then crossed to Seventh Street and went down Seventh 
Street, beginning at Rhode Island Avenue at the mile limit around 
the Soldiers' Home. Coming down we took in nearly all the saloons^ 
on that street. Most of those saloons were crowded with negroes 
and conditions in many of them were bad. 

Senator Jones. When you say conditions were bad that does not 
convey anything to us. What were the conditions? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Well, in one of the saloons we went into, one kept 
by Mr. Xander on Seventh Street near Rhode Island Avenue, we 
found that he had two apartments, one apparently retail and tha 
other wholesale. We met the proprietor at the door and walked back 
through the bar quickly and started through the door leading into- 
the wolesale side. As we went, a number of men came rushing^. 
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through, wiping their mouths, and when we got in there we saw that 
a party had been disturbed. Behind the barrels, on a table, were 

glasses, some filled with beer and some partly GMea and some empty, 
ne glass of beer was sitting upon a barrel. They had just dropped 
them wherever they had them. As we went out the chairman met 
the proprietor — I was dose with him — and he said, ''Last time I was 
in here 1 told vou not to do that any more," and the man started to 
explain, and the chairman said, ''No explanations," and his remark 
further was to the effect that he would lose his Ucense. He did not 
use those words. 

The Chaibman. What was it he told him not to do any moref 

Mr. Shoemaker. Serve liauors in the wholesale department, to 
be drunk on the premises, benind the barrels, away oflf there. 

The Chaibman. The license was renewed — ^was granted t 

Mr. Shoemaker. It was granted. We went down and came to 
two places, one kept by DSy and one by Plugge. Both of those 
places were mentioned this morning. They are right together on 
the east side of Seventh Street, and within the prescribed distance 
of the Church of the Immaculate Conception, on N Street. When we 
went into Mr. Plugge's saloon, it was crowded with negroes. Liquor 
was being drawn from barrels for them; some were drinking at the 
bar, and there was general rush and confusion. We stood there 
a moment or two and then quickly went into the saloon next door. 
There was a similar crowd in there, considerable disorder and confu- 
sion, and half drunken negroes — they were all colored people — and 
after we had been in there a minute and whilst talking to the propri- 
etor in rushed, I suppose, 20 or 25 young colored men, and the 
proprietor, evidently embarrassed, rushed to the door and tried to 
keep them out, but thev did not understand what he meant by it, 
and for an instant I tnought there would be a riot, and some oi 
them went out and some of them came in. 

The Chairman. You say this was a wholesale place t 

Mr. Shoemaker. No; a retail bar. 

The Chairman. Why was it that they could not come in there f 

Mr. Shoemaker. Well, I do not know. I suppose the proprietor 
did not want them all coming in there when the members of the excise 
board were present. * 

Senator Thompson. Were they minors ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I could not say that they were minors. They 
were young, and they had been drinking, and were noisy and boister- 
ous, and I suppose the proprietor did not want it to appear that he 
was permitting that class to come in his place. 

I want to go back up Seventh Street to a place kept by 
O'Hanlon — no, not O'Hanlon. Well, it is known as the Thyson 
House, on the comer of Seventh and P Streets. The barroom 
entrance is the second door from the comer. Across the street from 
the barroom on P Street begins a group of public schools. There are 
two graded schools right across the street on P Street and the Central 
High School is farther on. That saloon seemed to be for negroes only, 
ana they were of a pretty rough looking appearance when we went 
in it. 

This building had been added to, just prior to the panting of the 
license, to make enough rooms, apparently, to have it classed as a 
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hotel, and it is classed as a hotel and licensed as a hotel, and a hotel 
for white people, the barroom in it being patronized almost entirely 
by colored people. At the hearing on the application for renewal 
o! license, tne teachers of the schools were present, protesting and 
earnestly pleading with the board not to grant « license for that 

{)lace, just across the street, within full view, I suppose within 60 
eet, of one of the schools. 

Senator Jones. Why was not that shut out ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Because it was a hotel of 50 rooms. 

Senator Jones. Fifty rooms ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

Senator Thompson. What is the name of the place ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. The Thyson House. 

The Chairman. Do many guests stop there as regular guests of 
the hotel? 

Mr. Shoemaker. We were unable to find that many guests stopped 
there as regular guests of the hotel. It seems that some people live 
there as roomers oy the month. 

Senator Jones. The main business there seems to be the running 
of that bar ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Of that barroom, yes, sir; and my theory in 
fighting that place was that they simply added some rooms tnere 
for th^ purpose of having it considered a hotel. 

Senator Thompson. Did you mention that place in the list this 
morning, as being within 400 feet of a school ? 

Mr. OTOEMAKER. No, sir; because it is licensed as a hotel having 
50 or more rooms. 

Senator Jones. You speak about additions being put on? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Made since this law went into effect. 

Senator Jones. The additions have been made since this law went 
into eflFect, apparently to comply with the law ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. Of course, if they did not have 50 rooms 
they would not have any chance to remain there in such close prox- 
imity to a school. 

Senator Jones. How many rooms did they have ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I do not know, Senator. There are quite a 
number. 

Senator Jones. Are those additions of wood or brick ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. They are brick, and in good condition. 

Senator Jones. It appears now that these additions have been 
made since the law was passed ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

The Chairman. Was there a poUce report made on this place when 
the license was renewed ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Oh, yes. 

The Chairman. Did you see it ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I saw it. I do not recall anything especially 
against it, though, from the poUce. 

The Chairman. Does that finish in regard to your trip ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. That does not finish it. We went out H Street 
NE., and viewed the saloons out there, and found most of them there 
patronized largely by the colored people, and I emphasize that be- 
cause we made a special plea to the board not to grant so many 
saloons for colored people in colored residence neignborhoods. A 
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large and influential body of the leaders of the colored people here, 
ministers and lawyers and doctors, asked through us for a special hear* 
ing. A hearing was granted, at which they made most strenuous 
protests against the granting of Ucenses in neighborhoods where their 
people lived, claiming that saloons were a great detriment to their 
uplift work amon^ them. I was anxious that the board should see 
those saloons which catered especially to the colored people. My 
observation is that at least two-thirds of the saloons m this city 
outside of the extreme down-town section could not exist were it not 
for their colored patronage. 

The CHAnaiAN. Two-thirds of the saloons outside of the down- 
town districts ? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. Yes, sir; could not exist without their colored 
patronage. 

The CfiATRMAN. Do you mean to state, Mr. Shoemaker, that the 
saloons are especially numerous in the colored sections ? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. Yes; in the sections that are largely residential 
colored sections. 

For instance, on Four-and-a-half Street SW., the board, during 
the transfer period, I think, located or relocated on that street seven 
or eight or nme saloons, and we found that most of those saloons had 
a very large colored patronage. We claimed and urged before the 
board that that was a residence section; that while there were some 
blocks on that street that were devoted to business, very small business, 
yet to the east and west of the street it was soUdly built up with homes 
of many poor colored people and the poorer class of white people; and 
we urged upon the board that there would be no improvement in that 
section if these saloons off of Four-and-a-half Street, in residence sec- 
tions, were moved a few blocks into Four-and-a-half Street; and I 
am convinced that there has been no great improvement in that sec- 
tion, that these saloons are right there in easy reach of these people. 
We feel that the law has been circumvented by the granting of licenses 
80 close to them. 

The Chaibman. What proportion of the citizenship of the District 
is colored ? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. Approximately one-third of it, I think, is col- 
ored. 

The Chaibman. And you think that more than one-half of the 
saloons cater especially to colored trade ? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. That is my information and behef . 

The Chaibman. More than one-half of the saloons in the entire 
District? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. Yes. 

The Chairman. And two-thirds of those outside of the downtown 
district ? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. Yes; and many of them are patronized almost 
exclusively by the colored people. 

The Chaibman. Many of tne saloons are patronized almost ex- 
clusively by colored people ? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. By colored people. 

The Chaibman. Very well; go ahead. 

Mr. Shoemakeb. I made some notes of this trip that we had 
at that time; brief notes, just memoranda, and at the request of the 
board I furnished them with what I saw with them on that occasion. 

Senator Jones. Have you those notes here now? 
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Mr. SfiOEMAKEB. I have not. I have just the names of the saloons; 
the names of the saloons that we visited. 

Senator Jones, You have not the memoranda ? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. I have not the memoranda. That was written 
at the office of the board, and I have not a copy of it. 

Senator Thompson. That was written out tnere ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. The statement I made I dictated to Mr. Hibbs at 
the office of the board, and I did not retain a copy of it. It is filed 
with their records, I think. 

Mr. Chairman, 1 think that is aUI care to say on that point. 

The Chaibman. R^arding that trip t 

Mr. Shoemakeb. Tfes. 

The Chaibman. Very well. What do you know as to violations 
of the law as to wholesale houses? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. The rule of the board, gentlemen, provides that 
wholesalers 

The Chaibman. It is paragraph 1. 

Mr. Shoemakeb. Yes; it provides that wholesale licenses may be 
granted in residential districts and on residential streets, provided 
that not inore than 5 gallons is sold at one time. 

The Chaibman. That provision, however, does not appear in the 
law 

Mr. Shoemakeb. It does not appear in the law. It is, in my 
judgement, an arbitrary construction and a rule adopted without 
any justification. 

Senator Jones. A sort of supplementary legislation ? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. Supplementary legislation is a good term. Those 
who sell in quantities of 5 gallons or more must not be Ucensed in 
residence districts imder that rule, but there are only 12 of that class. 

The Chaibman. They are all in the downtown district, are they 
not? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. They arejobbers — ^not all, because breweries take 
out the wholesale license. There are 12 altogether, as I remember, 
counting the four breweries. 

The &AIBMAN. Are the breweries in the residence section ? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. They are. 

The Chaibman. Were their licenses protested ? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. Yes. 

The Chaibman. On that accoimt ? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. Yes. 

The Chaibman. What was the reply of the board ? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. Nothing was said at all. They simply said 
nothing about it. 

Senator Thompson. How many wholesale Ucenses are there, do you 
know, altogether, in the city ? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. There are 95, now, I think. 

The Chaibman. As such, imder the holding of the board ? Under 
the holding of the board there are only 10 or 12 wholesale houses? 

Mr. SnoEBiAKEB. Yes; 10 or 12. 

The Chairman. In the District? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. Under the law there are, I think, 95 wholesale 
licenses at this time, altogether; 12 of them, as I recall, are issued to 
jobbers or brewers. The rest of them are to Ucensees to sell in 
quantities under 5 gallons. | 



Digitized by VjOOQIC 



118 EXCISE BOAKD OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. 

The Chairman. On the books of the board they do not appear as 
wholesalers, do they ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

The Chairman. Those who sell under 5 gallons? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. I see. They consider them wholesalers, but per- 
mit them to sell in residence districts, yet they sell less than 5 gallons ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

The Chairman. And provided they sell in sealed packages ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

Senator Thompson. And theyvseal the package? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; and they seal the package. Their rule as 
to sealed packages is I think, erroneous. 

Senator Jones. What is it? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I have it here, on page 17. It is as follows 
[reading]: 

Sec. 15. Under a wholesale liquor license intoxicating liquors shall be sold in 
sealed packages only and each package shall contain not less than one quart; except 
that any sealed original or bonded package containing not less than approximately 
one pint may be sold. 

A "sealed original" package comprehends a package not filled at the time of sale, 
but one carried m stock, whether filled on the premises of the licensee or elsewhere. 

My objection to that is that language, "sealed original" package. 
They have left out the word "bonded," as the law has it. 

Senator Jones. I think it would be well to read into the record right 
there the provision of the law with reference to wholesalers. It is as 
follows [reading]: 

A wholesale liquor license shall authorize the licensee to sell intoxicating liquors in 
sealed packages only and in quantities not less than one quart in the ag^egate, except 
in sealed original or bonded package in quantity not less than approximately a pint, 
and not to be drunk on the premises where sold; and no wholesale license shall be 
granted until it is satisfactorily shown that the place where it is intended to carry on 
Buch business is properly arranged for selling such liquors as merchandise. 

The Chairman. Mr. Shoemaker, are any of these wholesale liquor 
houses that sell imder five gallons violating the spirit of the law, and 
do they become really places where Hquors are sold indiscriminately? 

Mr. Shoemaker. 1 have no knowledge, Mr. Chairman, that these 
wholesalers are selling liquor to be drunk on the premises. The 
advantage they have, however, over the barroom is that they are 
licensed in strictly residential communities and they may sell to 
women, while a barroom may not. Women go in. I have seen them 
go in and come out with these so-caUed sealed jars. 
. The Chairman. Into what place have you seen a woman go and 
bring out a sealed jar ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. There were one or two places on my rounds that 
I saw when I was making measurements and inspections. 

The Chairman. Name them. 

Mr. Shoemaker. There was a place kept by a man by the name of 
Cohen — I think it is Cohen — ^up northwest. I can not at this minute 
locate it. I saw women in there coming out with bottles and jars. 

Senator Jones. What kind of jars ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Well, preserving jars. 

Senator Jones. Fruit jars? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Fruit jars; yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. Did you see them go in carrying those fruit jars! 
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Mr. SnoEifAKER. I did not see them go in there, but I saw them 
coming out. I saw in Frank P. Hall's saloon, before it was closed — 
the day we were there inspecting the place and making measure- 
ments — a colored woman go in the alley entrance at that place with 
a jar, and I waited for her to come out, and she came out with a pack- 
age covered with a paper bag, and I stopped her and asked her what 
she had, and she said ' Nothing." I toot hold of the jar and opened 
the paper sufficiently to see that it was apparently a jar of beer. It 
was a fruit jar with a screw top, filled with beer. 

TheCHAiBiiAN. Is there any differ^ice between the amount 
charged for the license for a wholesale place selling under five gallons 
and that charged for a r^ular barroom Ucense? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. There is no difference. The license is $800 in 
each case. 

Senator Jones. You misunderstood the chairman. He said in a 
barroom. 

Mr. ^oemakeb. Yes; the barroom license fee is $1,500 and the 
wholesaler pays only $800. 

Senator Jones. Inhere is no differ^ice in the fee of the wholesalers^ 
where they sell under and where they sell over 5 gallons? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. There is no difference in the fee at all. 

The Chaibman. In other words, the brewer pays $800? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. Yes. 

Senator Thompson. The wholesaler is not supposed to retail in any 
quantity? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. He can retail in as small a package as a pint. 

Senator Jones. But a quart in the aggr^ate? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. A quart in the aggregate. But they do sell, as a 
matter of fact, in pints. 

Senator Thompson. In the original package? How is that? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. In pints. 

The Chaibman. And they sell in any quantity under 5 gallons, do 
they not? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. Yes; they can sell in any quantity under 5 gal- 
lons. I will say this as a matter of information as to why the amount 
was fixed at less than 5 gallons. The dealer may sell in quantities of 
4J gallons by paying the Government revenue tax of $25. 

Senator Ibompson. Any dealer? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. Any dealer. The United States Government 
taxes him $25 if he selfc in quantities of not more than 4J gallons. 
If he sells more than 4 J gallons, he pays $100. 

Senator Thompson. The Government considers him a wholesaler 
if he sells over 4 J gallons, and a retailer if he sells under 4 J gallons ? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. Yes. 

The Chairman. In other words, this board really authorizes a retail 
trade under the name of wholesale trade ? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. Yes. 

Senator Jones. But the Government simply fixes this amoimt for 
the purpose of determining its tax ? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. Absolutely. 

The Chairman. And there is absolutely no permit about it at all t 

Mr. Shoemakeb. No, sir. 

The Chairman. And there is nothing in this law which makes pro- 
vision for a limit of 5 gallons ? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. Nothing in the law at all. 
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The Chaibman. But the excise board has taken it on itself to really 
license these people in the residence districts to sell in quantities of 
less than 5 gallons; to license them to operate in reality a retail per- 
8onal|trade under the guise of wholesale trade ? 

Mr. Shoemaeeb. That is the effect of it. 

The CHAEEUiAN. Do you not understand it that way? 

Senator Jones. I thmk that is the effect of it. 

The Chairman. Do you know whether any of these so-called- whole- 
sale houses in residence districts sell to other dealers any liquors, or 
whether they sell to immediate consumers ? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. In almost every instance to immediate consumers. 

The Chaibman. What do you Know as to minors entering these 
wholesale houses ? 

Mt. Shoemaker. Mr. Chairman, a rule of the board permits minors 
to enter places where liquor is sold at wholesale under the wholesale 
Kcense, provided the dealer segregates his liquors and puts up a little 
railing so that the minor can not get up in direct contact with the 
liquors. 

Senator Thompson. That is another evasion of the law by the 
rules, is it not? 

Mr. Shoemaker. There is nothing in the law that provides for that 
condition. 

Senator Thompson. That is another attempt to fence out the law? 

Mr. Shoemaker. That is another attempt to fence out the law. 
The reason I spoke about that is that the excuse given is that cer- 
tainly there was no intention to prevent minors from entering grocery 
stores where liquor is sold. 

Senator Thompson. The board places that construction on the law ? 

Mi. Shoemaker. Yes; they say that that was another oversight. 

Senator Thompson. And they are simply supplying a defect? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; they are simply supplying a defect, so that 
they require a little rail 2 or 3 feet high. I nave seen some of those 
rails, and to my mind they are the most ridiculous things I have seen 
in connection with the traffic. They are absolutely useless, and to 
my mind that rail has a tendency to attract the attention of minors 
who go into grocery stores. I have seen them myself in stores, 
looking up at the clerk who was back behind the rail, watching him 
handing out packages to customers; a boy sees it and is not per- 
mitted to go inside, hub is right up against the raiUng, and the effect 
is worse than under the old way. 

Senator Thompson. It calls the direct attention of the minor to 
what is going on ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. To what is going on. 

Senator Thompson. Outside me raihng ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; I consider that rule an inexcusable make- 
shift. 

There is another thing, Mr. Chairman, I will mention, unless you 
have something else to ask me. 

The Chairman. No; go ahead. 

Mr. Shoemaker. It is something in connection with the rules 
that I will call your attention to. 

Senator Jones. Before jou go on would it not be well to read right 
into the record, in connection with your statement regarding minors, 
the provision of the law with reference to minors being in these 
places? 
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Mr. SfiOEMAKEB. I think it would be a good idea. 

Senator Jones. I have a provision here, and you can tell me 
whether this is the only place m which there is a provision in regard 
to it. This is under paragraph 6 [reading! : 

That no minor under the age of eighteen years shaU be aUowed to enter or permitted 
to remain in any place where intoxicating liquors are sold, other than « hotel, restau- 
rant, or club. 

Mr. Shoemakeb. I think that is the only reference in the law to 
that matter. Senator. 

Senator Thompson. Did I understand there are numerous grocerjr 
stores and wholesale houses and places of that kind where they permit 
the minor to go, providii^ he stays outside a certain railing f 

Mr. Shoemakeb. Tes. These railings are up, I suppose, m all the 
stores. They are very exact about requiring that ramng; but those 
railings that I have seen are very trifling; just a little gateway and a 
railing. It is no protection, in my jud^ent. Some of these whole- 
salers sell liquors in connection with groceries and others do not. 
There are a number of houses selling under 5 gallons, selling nothing 
but liquors 

Senator Jones. The board has kindly tried to supplement con- 
gressional legislation in that respect also ? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. Yes; in that respect, also. They have supi)le- 
mented it in some other respects, too. The law fixes the opening 
hour for saloons at 7 o'clock in the morning. The board says they 
may open at 6.45, not for the purpose of semng, but for the purpose 
of cleaning up, or things of that kmd. 

Senator Jones. Gettmg ready to sell ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

Senator Jones. They are afraid they may lose a minute or two? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. Yes. 

Senator Jones. They have a regulation of that kind ? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. Yes. It is on page 18. 

Senator Jones. I wish you woula kmdly read that regulation. 

Mr. Shoemaker. This reads [reading] : 

Sec. 18. (a) For the purpose of cleaning up and doing other necessary work, 
licensed premises may be entered or occupiea by licensees and their regular employ- 
ees between 6.45 o'clock a. m. and 7 o'clock a. m., except on Sundays and Inaugu- 
ration Day; and between the hours of 10 o'clock a. m. and 12 o'clock noon on Sundays 
and Inaufi^uration Day: Provided j That neither said licensees nor their employees 
shall drink, sell, give away, or dispense any intoxicating liquors during the tunei 
mentioned. 

Senator Thompson. Now, read the section of the law regarding 
opening at 7 o'clock. 

Senator Jones. That is para^aph 6. They are probably techni- 
cally within the law on this. This is on page 7 [readiag]: 

Pab. 6. That under the license issued in accordance with this section no intoxi- 
cating liquors shall be sold, given away, or in any way disposed of to any minor, 
intoxicated person, or habitual drunkard, and ignorance of the a^e of any such minor 
■hall not be a defense to any action instituted under this section; ana no licensee 
under this section sh^l sell, give away, or dispense any intoxicating liquors to any 
person between the hours of 1 o'clock a. m. and 7 o'clock a. m.. nor on Sundays or 
Inauguration Day; and between said hours and on Sundays and Inauguration Di^ 
every barroom and other place where intoxicating liquors are sold shall be kept closed.. 

The latter part oi that shuts them out on opening at 7 o'clock. 
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Mr. Shoemakee. And yet the board permits them to open before 
7 o^ clock, and on Sunday for two hours, when under the old law it 
was a serious oflfense to even open on Sunday for any purpose. 

vSenator Jones. It is under this law. 

Mr. Shoemaker. It is so, I say. 

Senator Jones. What excuse do they give for allowing them to 
open two hours on Sunday ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. The same excuse: omission. Congress did not 
intend it. I have been informed — I have had complamts made to 
me — that the dealers have taken advantage of this rule which is 
referred to, and that they are serving customers before 7 o^ clock in 
the morning. 

Senator Thompson. How about on Sunday? Did you ever hear 
of any Simday violations ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I have not heard of any Sunday violations. 

Senator Jones. It is pretty safe to say tnat if they are open there 
is something being done. 

TTie Chairman. Is there anything else now, Mr. Shoemaker ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I want to call your attention also to section 20 of 
the rules and regulations, at page 18. Preliminarily, I want to say 
that the law provides that in case of the death of a licensee the bar- 
room or the wholesale place may be continued to be operated for 30 
days after the death, during which time the license may be trans- 
ferred; but there is no provision in the law which permits receivers or 
trustees in bankruptcy to operate a place. 

Senator Jones. Can you not find the provision in the law so as to 
read it into the record here, so there may be no question about its 
terms ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. It is on page 10, Senator, paragraph 15, 
the latter part of it. 

Senator Jones. Just read it, so that it will go into the record. I 
will read it [reading] : 

Provided further, That the personal representative of any deceased licensee may 
within 30 days after the death of such licensee transfer said hcense in accordance with 
the provisions of this law touching transfers of licenses. 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes, sir. 

'Senator Jones. That is the latter part of paragraph 15. 

Mr. Shoemaker. The rule provides that: '* Except in case of the 
death of a hcensee any person or persons duly authorized- by the 
Supreme Court of the District of Columbia may, with the consent in 
writing of the excise board, conduct the business of a hcensee for a 
period of not exceeding 60 days. In such cases posting of the hcensed 
premises shall not be required.^' 

Senator Thompson. They have made it 30 days ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. It is 60 days. There is no provision in the law 
for coiu't officials, trustees in bankruptcv, or receivers to run the 
business. The only provision is that read by Senator Jones, in case 
of the death of a licensee. 

Senator Thompson. I understand. 

Mr. Shoemaker. Then they may do so for 30 days only? 

Senator Thompson. They have raised it to 60 days ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Not 60 days in the case of the death of a hcensee, 
but 60 days in the case of trustees in bankruptcy or receivers or 
other court officials. 



Digitized by VjOOQIC 



EXCISE BOABD OF THE DISTBIOT OF COLUMBIA. 128 

Senator Thompson. There is no provision in the law at aQ about 
that? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. No provision in the law at all about that. 

The Chaibman. In otner words, in order to comply with the law 
if any of these officials desire a license, they should make application 
in the regular way ? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. In the regular way. 

The Chaibman. That is a clear case of legislation by the board. 

Mr. Shoemakeb. My reading of the law on the subject of trustees 
in bankruptcy and receivers and other officials is that they have 
no authority to enga^ge in the Uquor business without a license. 
There is another provision, Mr. Chairman, that I guess I had better 
read also. 

Senator Jones. Yes; then there can not be any doubt about 
what it is. 

Senator Thompson. You might state in a general way what it is» 

Mr. Shoemakeb. This is section 21, paragraph f. It provides that 
barrooms shall have but one entrance from the street. 

The Chaibman. The provision is as follows [reading]: 

Sec. 21. (/) Only one entrance to a bairoom from the street, which entrance shall 
be the one mentioned in his, her, or its application for license, is permitted; and 
no other entrance to said barroom from any street, or from any public or private 
alley or passageway outside of the building in which a barroom license is granted, 
shall be uised or allowed unless the excise board shall specially permit an extra entrance- 
upon written application therefor by a licensee. 

Mr. Shoemakeb. You are reading from the rule, now? 

The Chairman. Yes. 

Mr. Shoemakeb. The law provides that there shall be only one 
entrance, except that the board may grant an extra entrance. 
In the annual report of the board which is oefore you, I believe, they 
set out that there were 39 appUcations for extra entrances, and 
all of them except one were granted. We have contended that 
while in some instances there may be special reasons why an e;ctra 
entrance should be granted, yet generally speaking there can be no 
good reason, except of com^e to increase traae. Up to a short time 
ago they were permitting two entrances to places on a corner, one on 
either street. 

Senator Jones. Now, I wiU read the provision of the law. It is 
part of paragraph 14, on page 10 Ireading]: 

Nor shall any barroom licensee establish more than one bar under his license, and 
the sale or dispensing of liquors, except in case of hotels, restaurants, and clubs, 
shall be confined to the room in which said bar is located; nor provide or permit to 
be used more than one entrance to said barroom from the street, which entrance 
shall be the one mentioned in his application for license, imless the excise board 
diall especially permit an extra entrance. 

Senator Thompson. In all these places where they have a saloon 
and a restaurant in connection, they use an entrance into the barroom 
and also an entrance into the restaurant ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

Senator Thompson. So that, I suppose, there could be an enter- 
ing either way. 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

Senator Jones. You say there have been 39 applications for addi- 
tional entrances, and all have been granted except one ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. According to the last annual report of the excise- 
board. You have that here. 
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The Chaibmak. I have it here. Can you put your hand on the para- 
graph referred to ? 

Mr. Shobmakeb. I will read from the annual report of the excise 
board of the District of Columbia for 1914, page 11 [reading]: 

Another matter which required much attention from the board concerned the 
requests by barroom licensees for permission to maintain extra entrances to their bar- 
rooms. Here, too, the board saw to it that no action was taken except after inspec- 
tion of the applicant's premises. 

During the fiscal year ending Jime 30, 1914, 39 requests for permission to maintain 
such extra entrances were presented to the board, of which 38 were granted and 1 was 
refused. 

(The complete list which has been referred to by Mr. Shoemaker 
is here printed in full, as follows:) 

Classification of Babboom Liobnsbs. 



BB8TAUBANT DB8IGNATION8. 

1. John J. Allen, 807 North Capitol 

Street. 

2. Eliz. Atzel, 1219 New York Avenue 

NW. 

3. Geo. J. Bessler, 922 Pennsylvania 

Avenue NW. 

4. Jas. W. Brown, Bennings Road. 

5. Gus Brahler, 410 E Street NE. 

6. John E. Bonini, 729 North Capitol 

Street. 

7. Gustav Buchholz, 1411 Pennsylvania 

Avenue NW. 

8. Stephen K. Coster, 209 Seventh Street 

NW. 

9. Capital Cousolidated Co., Fifteenth 

and U Streets NW. 

10. Vincent Castelli, 502 Ninth Street 

NW. 

11. Wm. Doyle, 1218 Wisconsin Avenue 

NW. 

12. Chas. Dietz, sr., 511 Seventh Street 

NW. 

13. Chas. W. Dismer, 708 K Street 

NW. 

14. J. H. DeAtluy, 1222 Pennsylvania 

Avenue NW. 

15. Wm. J. Edelin, 2348 Pennsylvania 

Avenue NW. 

16. Frank Endres, 1015 I Street NW. 

17. Chas. A. Eckstein, 1412 New York 

Avenue NW. 

18. Wm. A. Engel, 1335 E Street NW. 

19. E. E. Farley, 415 Thirteenth Street 

NW. 

20. Ernst Geretenberg, 1343 E Street NW. 

21. F. H. Geyer Co., 1827 Fourteenth 

Street NW. 

22. P. D. Washington, 636 D Street NW. 

23. Wm. A. Hettinger, 415 Eighth Street 

NE. 

24. Fritz Herzc^. 1115 E Street NW. 

25. Emma Hennige, 1421 H Street NE. 

26. Rudolph Haenisch, 643 D Street 

NW. 

27. Harvey Co. (Inc.), 1016 Pennsylvania 

Avenue NW. 

28. Peter L. Keyser, 429 Eighth Street 

NW. 



BESTAUBANT DESIGNATIONS — Continued. 

29. Anna A. E. Klotz, 1708 G Street NW. 

30. Patrick J. Lynch, 907 Seventh Street 

NW. 

31. John E. Mergner, 415 East Capitol 

Street. 

32. Charles Mades, 300 Pennsylvania 

Avenue NW. 

33. Edw. Mannix, 3059 M Street NW. 

34. Thos. R. Marshall, 1323 F Street NW. 

35. Henry M. Marks, 1000 E Street NW. 

36. Frank C. Poch, 900 Four-and-a-half 

Street SW. 

37. John M. Perreard, 513 Thirteenth 

Street NW. 

38. E. C. E. Ruppert, 1716 Pennsylvania 

Avenue Nw . 

39. Rauscher's (Inc.), 1036 Connecticut 

Avenue. 

40. C. Martin Schneider, 416 Twelfth 

Street NW. 

41. Theo G. Stoner, 206 Seventh Street 

NW. 

42. Mary A. Solan, 1003 Seventh Street 

43. Stoneleigh Court, 1019 Connecticat 

Avenue. 

44. Jos. Schladt, 1238 Wisconsin Avenue. 

45. R. L. Steinhardt, 417 Eleventh Street 

NW. 

46. Milton L. Schmidt, 702 Seventh 

Street NW 

47. Samuel A. Taylor, 212 Ninth Street 

NW. 

48. Mary E. Thomas, 711 Street NW. 

49. Theodore Walter, 1001 C Street SB. 

50. Washington Terminal Union Station. 

51. Frank Wolf, 512 Twelfth Street NW. 

HOTELS, 

1. Bellevue Hotel, Fifteenth and H 

Streets NW. 

2. Commercial Hotel, 640 Pennsylvania 

Avenue NW. 

3. Charles Hotel, 485 Pennsylvania 

Avenue NW. 

4. Columbia Hotel Co., Raleigh. 

5. E. S. Cochran, manager, Cochran. 
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Classdication ov Barroom l40BNCE8~ContiBUed. 
HOTELS— continued. hotels— continued. 



6. Congress Hall Hotel Co., 233 New 

Jersey Avenue SE. 

7. Cairo Apartment House Co., 1615 Q 

Street NW. 

8. Capitol Park Hotel Co., North Capitol 

and £ Streets. 

9. Washington Hotel Co.. Continental. 

10. C. W. Edwards, Piedmont, 491 Mis- 

souri Avenue NW. 

11. Ebbitt House, Fourteenth and F 

Streets NW. 

12. Grafton Hot^ 1139 Connecticut 

Avenue NW., Harrington Mills, 
proprietor. 

13. Grand Hotel Co., 1426 Pennsylvania 

Avenue NW. 

14. Gordon Hotel, 918 Sixteenth Street 

NW., T. A. McKee, proprietor. 
16. Harrington Hotel Co., 432 Eleventh 
Street NW., H. Mills, proprietor. 

16. Harris Hotel, 15 Massachusetts Ave- 

nue NW. 

17. National Hotel Co., G. F. Schutt, pro- 

prietor. 

18. Powhatan Hotel (Corp.), Powhatan. 

19. Levi Woodbury, St. James Hotel. 

20. Southern Hotel Co.^ Metropolitan, 

T. A. McKee, president. 

21. Shoreham Hotel Co., Shoreham, J. 

Maury Dove, president. 



22. Sterling Hotel Co., Sterling, T. P. 

Taylor, vice president. 

23. Summit Hot^ 1249 Seventh Street 

NW., John Windolph, proprietor. 

24. Tremont Hotel, 304 Second Street 

NW., Mary L. Colton, proprietress. 

25. Hotel Thyson, 1503 Seventh Street 

NW., John Walsh, proprietor. 

26. Vendome Hotel, 301 Pennsylvania 

Avenue. 

27. Vamum Hotel, New Jersey Avenue 

and C Street SE., C. C. Leavens, 
proprietor. 

28. Willard Hotel Co., WUlard. 

CLUBS. 

1. Army and Navy, 1627 I Street NW. 

2. Commercial, 1634 I Street NW. 

3. Centxuy, 835 Vermont Avenue NW. 

4. Cosmos, 1520 H Street NW. 

5. Eagle, 601 E Street NW. 

6. Elks, 919 H Street NW. 

7. Jolly Fat Men's, 933 D Street NW. 

8. Metropolitan, 1700 H Street NW. 

9. Monticello, 1301 Fourth Street NW. 

10. National Press, 1420 G Street NW. 

11. University, 900 Fifteenth Street NW. 

12. Washington Saengerbund, 314 C 

Street NW. 



The Chairman. Please tell us briefly about the Louise Gordon case. 
Mr. Shoemaker. Mr. Gordon, whose first name I can not recall at 

f)resent, had a license at New Jersey Avenue and Q Street during the . 
ast license year. He died, and the barroom was continued after- 
ward bv the widow, Mrs. Louise Gordon. I can not give the dates. 

The CHAIRMAN. You heard Mr. Wilsop's statement in regard to the 
Gordon case ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; I heard Mr. Wilson^s statement in regard to 
the Louise Gordon case, and am familiar with the circumstances 
and corroborate what he had to say in reference thereto in his 
testimony. I might add, however, that at the hearing on the 
application for transfer, some months after the hcense had expired 
by limitation of law, I urged the objection that the 30 days had 
expired long ago, and there was no license to transfer, but the board 
held otherwise. I then asked that the matter be referred to the 
corporation counsel for ail opinion. For quite a while they objected 
to complying with that request, but did finally, and it went to the 
corporation counsel, and I was required to prepare a brief on it. 
The corporation counsel very speedily decided that there was no 
licence to transfer, and that a transfer could not be made. 

The Chairman. Did they grant the transfer? 

Mr. Shoemaker. The transfer was not made, but the applicant 
was permitted to continue the business for weeks afterwards, and 
until Mr. Wilson, through the District Commissioners, was able to 
secure a closing. 

The Chairman. Is she not doing business now ? 
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Mr. Shoemaker. She is dokig business now. She applied directly 
after that for a new license, and it was considered witn the renewab 
for the year, beginning November 1, 1914, and was granted. 

The Chairman. She was granted a new license ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. At the old place of business ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. A transfer of the old license to another place was 
declined ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. This transfer sought was simply from the estate 
to her, not to another place. The objection was, oi course, that under 
the law the license after 30 days was dead, that it expired by limita- 
tion of law, and imder the rules of the board, which I will insert in the 
record if you have no objection. 

The CHA.IRMAN. AU right. 

Mr. Shoemaker. It is section 20 [reading] : 

Sec. 20 (a). In case of the death of a licensee, the duly authorized personal repre- 
sentative of the deceased, or any person or persons authorized by the Supreme Court 
of the District of Columbia may, with the consent in writing of the excise board, 
conduct the business for a period of not exceeding thirty days after such death, and, 
unless the license be transferred within thirtjj days (including the fifteen days' posting 
required by Sec. 11 of the rules and regulations) after the death of the licensee, the 
license shall expire, in accordance with paragraph 15 of the excise law. 

The Chairman. That is suflBcient. 

Mr. Shoemaker. I might call your attention, gentlemen, to the 
Michael Raftery transfer case, which has not been mentioned before. 

The Chairman. Is that a different case from the Raftery case which 
we have had up before? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; there are three Raftery cases. 

The Chairman. This is the case of Michael Kaftery? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; he sought to secure a transfer of his Hcense 
to Twentieth and E Streets N W. That was a very bad section some 
years ago when there were saloons there, but under the old law we 
made a fight to put those saloons out of existence. The testimony 
of some of the people who lived there, some of them colored people, 
was that the condition had. greatly improved since those saloons were 
abolished. When Mr. Raftery made application to locate in that 
same section we urged against the transfer that the conditions had 
been bad and had been changed for the better by the closing of 
the saloons, and told the board all about the long, hard fight 
the people had put up to rid themselves of those saloons, 
and, naving a large number of protestants, we thought that 
the transfer should not have been granted, but it was granted. It 
was near St. John's Orphan Asylum, a large institution of the Protes- 
tant Episcopal Church. They put up a handsome new building just 
about that time. However, the fight was renewed to prevent a re- 
newal for the present hcense year, and the appUcant came in by 
attorney and onered, if he were permitted to continue a few months 
after the beginning of the hcense year, that he would agree to close 
the saloon. The protest-s were exceedingly strong in that case — 
there were a number of influential people, some Senators, I think — 
and the hcense was not renewed for that place; but later, after the 
1st of November, Mr. Raftery made an appUcation for a new hcense 
on Pennsylvania Avenue between Nineteenth and Twentieth Streets, 
and was granted a Ucense there against the protests of the Union 



Digitized by VjOOQIC 



EXCISE BOARD OP THE DISTBIOT OF COLUMBIA. 127 

Methodist Episcopal Church close by,, and others. That made the 
two hundred and ninety-ninth barroom license granted. 

The Chairman. What was the three-himdredtn ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. The three-himdredth was to Glavin, at 309 G 
Street. 

The Chairman. Was any violation of the law involved in this 
Michael Raftery case? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I do not cite it as a violation of law, except that 
in the granting of the license at Twentieth and E Streets there was a 
house of religious worship close by, which was at that time objecting. 
It was not a large churcn, but it has been occupied for quite a long 
while, I do not Imow how long; but it was not regarded by the board 
as of sufficient importance to be considered. 

Senator Thompson. Was that within 400 feet of the church ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Within 400 feet. 

The Chairman. What was the church ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. It was a colored church. It is almost wholly a 
colored neighborhood there now. 

The Chairman. That is where the saloon is operating now ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. No, sir; that is where it was the last license year. 
But they found they could not get a renewal there, so that since the 
beginning of the year he was licensed for the place on Pennsylvania 
Avenue. 

Senator Thompson. It is running there now ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes, it is now running on Pennsylvania Avenue, 
between Nineteenth and Twentieth Streets. 

The Chairman. Have you anything else ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I want to invite your attention for just a 
moment to a situation in Georgetown, in Wisconsin Avenue, on the 
west side of the block between N and O Streets. There were three 
saloons there prior to the Ist of last November, and the distance 
from two of them was measured and they were found to be within 
400 feet of the Methodist Episcopal Church on Dumbarton Avenue. 
The third one was on the extreme end of the block near N Street, 
and was not within the 400-foot limit of the church. 

The Chairman. Are these two saloons listed ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. There were three there. 

The Chairman. I know, but are the two that were granted there 
listed? 

Mr. Shoemaker. One of them was granted. The nearest one to 
the church was kept by a man by the name of Lipnick, and another 
was kept by a man named Killeen, and the third by a Mr. Cole. 
Lipnick was denied his license, and Cole was denied his, although 
bemg out of the Umit. Killeen^s license was renewed. 

The Chairman. He is within 400 feet of the Dumbarton Avenue 
Church? 

Mr. Shoemaker. He is within 400 feet. 

The Chairman. He is in the list you have given us ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. Against Mr. Cole^s place we had nothing 
to urge. 

The Chairman. He is the man who was without the limit ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. We did not urge anything against him 
because we had not anything to urge against him. 

The Chairman. He was turned down? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes, sir. 
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The Chairman. And the man who was within 400 feet of the church 
was favored and granted a license ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes, sir; that is what I wanted to bring out. 

The Chairman. What attorney represented this man who got the 
license? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I thiuk I can tell you in a moment. [After 
examining book.] My record does not show that any attorney ap- 
peared for him. 

The Chairman. The records will show that? 

Mr. Shoemaker. The records will show that. 

The Chairman. Did you have anything against the other man in 
the block who wanted a license? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Nothing against him except that he was within 
the prescribed limit of the church. I talked with him afterwards. 
He thouffht he was harshly treated. He knew he was within the 
limit ana expected to go out, although he filed an application for 
renewal. 

The Chairman. And inasmuch as the man that was granted a li- 
cense was within the limit, he thought he had been harshly treated? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; he thought that the treatment was wrong; 
that he should have been treated just like the other man. 

The Chairman. Did they turn this other man down on the ground 
that he was within 400 feet of the church? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I understand so. He told me so. 

The Chairman. Very well. Now, is that all ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. There is just this, that I had a talk with Mr. 
Lipnick, prior to the action of the excise board, and he said he ex- 
pected his license to be denied; that he was within 400 feet of the 
church, but he thought that the other man was also within 400 feet 
of the church, and he thought he should lose his license as well. 

The Chairman. Was the man who got the license nearer to the 
church than Lipnick? 

Mr. Shoemaker. No, not quite so near, but very close. 

The Chairman. Not quite so near but very close, and within the 
400 feet? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; I gave the distance this morning. 

The Chairman. Very well. 

Mr. Shoemaker. I may say right here about the place of Michael 
Raftery, whose place I just referred to, as being on Pennsylvania 
Avenue between Nineteenth and Twentieth Streets, near the Union 
Methodist Episcopal Church and two other churches, that so far as I 
know none oi us have made measurements, and we would like to ask 
the privilege of making these measurements and furnishing the results 
to the board. 

The Chairman. Very well. We will also have the surveyor make 
the measurement. 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; that would be better. 

The Chairman. I suggest that you request the surveyor, for us, to 
make that measurement. 

Mr. Shoemaker. Very well. 

The Chairman. And report to us. 

Mr. Shoemaker. I will do so. (See Plate No. 26.) I want to refer 
also to Frank L. Ash's wholesale pUce, located at the comer of Twenty- 
eighth and O Streets, in Georgetown. (See Plate No. 22.) Mr. Ash has 
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ft grocery store with a wholesale liquor Ucense m connection with it, 
and it was quite close to several churches in the neighborhood. It is 
ft colored neighborhood, very largely. 

The Chaikman. This is a grocery store ? 

Mr. Shoemakbb. Yes, sir. He made appUcation to transfer it to 
another point, and he succeeded ingetting a point which was almost 
equidistant from four churches. We opposed it on the groimd that 
it was not sufficiently away from the churches. I made tne measure- 
ments at the time the application for renewal was up. He was trans- 
ferred against the protests of a large niunber of people in the neigh- 
borhood, all the churches, and the people who maLntalned the met 
kitchen, quite close by, and quite a niunber of white property owners 
of that neighborhooa. After the hcense was transferred and before 
the apphcation for renewal was made, I made a measurement and 
found the dktance to be less than 400 feet from one of the churches, 
and I think one other church is even closer. 

License was granted on Capitol Hill, on Pennsylvania Avenue, to 
Mr. O'Donnell, for 333 Pennsylvania Avenue (see Plate No. 6), against 
the strenuous protests of a large number of citizens, property owners, 
and residents m the immediate neighborhood. He was transferred 
tiiere. 

The Chairman. On what ground did they oppose it ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. On the ground that it was undesirable in that 
neighborhood; that there never had been a saloon on that block. 

The Chairman. Was it a business block ? 

l«fr. Shoemaker. There was some business on it, and probably 
enough to justify a Ucense if it were in a business section and not a 
residential section. It was opposed on the ground also that it was 
within 400 feet of a church, the MetropoUtan Presbyterian Church. 
The police reported it to be within 400 feet of the Christadelphian 
house of religious worship, which is just across the street from it, 
but the transfer was made. The law provides that protestants, if 
they desire, must be heard before any hcense can be granted. The 
board, to be fair to them, granted hearings in every case so far as I know. 
The hearings on renewal of applications were m most instances ex- 
tremely brief, the time was short, and I do not have any special criticism 
to make as to that because they probably did the best they could under 
the circumstances ; but we have held that where protests were numerous 
and strong, and from the immediate neighborhood of the proposed 
licenses, they should be regarded as a pronibition against the grant- 
ing of the hcense; and yet, in many cases where the protests were 
large and influential, many property owners being represented on 
the protests, hcenses were granted despite these protests. We urged 
that the protests should be sufficient to determme the result of the 
case. The board in many cases thought otherwise, and Ucenses were 
granted in places where under the old law they could not have been 
granted, because the consent of the property owners on the block was 
necessary. 

The CSkAiRMAN. Under the old law the consent of the property 
owners on a block was necessary ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Of the resident housekeepers and property 
owners in the block on both sides of the street. That was required. 

The Chairm4lN. Their consent was necessary? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes, sir. Under this law that consent is not 
required, so that saloons have been transferred to places where 
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they could not have been transferred to, because the necessary 
consent could not have been secured. 

The Chairman. And saloons have been erected m places where 
they never were before ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. By this new board ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes, sir. I invite your attention to Timothy 
Hanlon's appUcation for barroom license at the comer of H and 
Ninth Streets NE. The protests were especially strong against 
that appUcation. It was on the northwest comer of those streets. 
The owner of the property and the tenant in the northeast comer, 
the owner of the property on the southeast comer, and the owner of 
the property on the southwest comer were in protest against it. A 
majority of property owners on the same side of the street, beside 
a large number of merchants and residents, protested against it, and 
despite the fact that there was a house of religious worship, that is, 
that there was a religious body meeting across the street on the north- 
east comer, the license was granted. Next door to this place is the 
residence of Dr. Cole. I can not recall Dr. Cole's full name just at 
this minute. 

The Chairman. Dr. J. T. Cole? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; Dr. J. T. Cole. Dr. Cole has been living 
there for many vears. He owned this property. His office was there 
and he opposed the transfer of the license very strenuously, and he 
claimed to be very greatly injured by the locating of that barroom 
next to his home and office. 

I may speak, Mr. Chairman, about the Miller case, just a word.- 
That is one of the four saloons located on E Street between Thirteenth 
and Fourteenth Streets, that I have already referred to. When the 
board handed out their list of grants of barroom licenses there 
were 297, leaving 3 vacancies; that is, leaving 3 to make 300. There 
were a great many appHcations filed for the 3 places — ^requests 
for appHcations. Many apphcants were not permitted to nle, I 
imderstand, but I suppose there were 50 or 75 appUcations or 
efforts to file for these 3 places that were vacant. The Mill^s 
were of the first to file. No others were permitted at that time. 
We opposed this appUcation, and I took the trouble to prepare some 
law upon the question, of changing entrances and furnished it to the 
board at the hearing as a guide. The law, to my mind, was conclu- 
sive. I cited a number of cases, several decided in the Supreme 
Court of Massachusetts, and some in the Supreme Court of the State 
of New York, settling the same proposition without question. The 
board did not seem to care for them very much. They apparently 
had no effect upon them. 

The Chairman. Settling what proposition ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. As to the changing of entrances in order to cir- 
cumvent the law. 

Senator Jones. Of course the members of the committee can not 
be here all tlie time, and I have been obliged to be out of the room 
at times. Has the situation been gone into with reference to those 
five saloons there ? 

The Chairman. That was gone into by Mr. Wilson. 

Senator Jones. Then Mr. Shoemaker will not need to go over it 
again. 

Mr. Shoemaker. No. 
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Ijie Chaisman. If you have anything to add to it besides what Mr. 
Wilson said, very well. 

Senator Thompson. You said these cases decided the identical 
question ? 

Mr. Shoema|[eb. Yes. 

The Chaibhan. Will you put those cases in the record ? 

Mr. S&OBMAKEB. Yes. I haven't th^n here; I have them at my 
office. 

Senator Thompson. Put them in, with the authorities. 

Mr. Shoemaker. Very well. There were some authorities. 

The Chairman. Give them to us later. 

(The decisions referred to by Afr. Shoemaker were subsequently 
submitted to the chairman aoikd are Yy&re> printed in full, as follows:) 

l!AW AS TO CHANGE OP ENTRANCE TO SALOONS, ETC. 

1. A saloon and a schoolliouse were situated within a triangle formed by three 
streets, A, B, C, and within 400 feet of each other. The saloon stood on a lot on C 
Street, and this lot ran through to A Street, the latter having a lower grade than C 
Street, so that there was a cellar basement in the building with doors opening into the 
lot on A Street side, wh«*e the building was 30 feet distant from the street. The bar- 
room in the building opened into a common hallway, from which stairs led into the 
basement. The schoolhouse faced an angle made by the junction of A and B Stareets 
and had entrances from both, the lot being inclosed by a fence with a gate at the 
entrance from each street. It was held that it was competent for the jury to find 
that the saloon and schoolhouse were on the same street, and that being true tney were 
less than 400 feet of each other. (Commonwealth v. Heagauey, 137 Mass., 574.) 

2. But a saloon on A Street continues to be on A Street, notwithstanding the boarding 
up of A Street entrance and window to meet the requirements of this law, and the use 
afterwards of another entrance on a side street. (Commonwealth v. Whelan, 134 
Mass., 206.) 

3. Closing the entrance to a saloon in a building within 200 feet of a church and 
making another in the next street does not take the saloon out of the operation of 
Laws 1896, ch. 112, par. 24, which provides that the traffic in liquor shall not be per- 
mitted in any "building " in the same street, and within 200 feet of a building occupied 
as a church. (In re Zinzow, 43 N. Y., 714; People v. Murray, 5 App. Div., 441 N. Y.; 
Commonwealth v: Whelan, 134 Mass., 206.) 

4. In the case of Commonwealth v. Whelan (134 Mass., 206), at the trial of a com- 
plaint for an unlawful sale of intoxicating liquors, it appeared that the building in 
which the sale was made was bounded on one side by C Street and on another side 
by S Street, tJie two streets intersecting each other at the comer of the building; that 
the only entrance to the building and the only windows of the premises were on C 
Street, the entrance being numbered "28 C Street "; that a former entrance and a 
former window on S Street had been permanently closed by boarding up to meet 
the requirements of the authorities in granting a license to the defendant; that upon 
the w^ of the building on S Street there were two signs on which the defendant's 
name appeared, and upon the same wall a sign on which were the words, "Entrance 
28 C Street/' and that the whole building was within 400 feet of a building on S Street 
then occupied by a public school. Held that the defendant's building was on S 
Street witiiin the meaning of the statute of 1882, ch. 220. 

Mr. Shoemaker. I then asked the board for a reference of the 
matter to the corporation counsel for consideration and his opinion. 
The board refused to refer it to the corporation counsel. 

The Chairman. Refused to refer it ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

Senator Jones. Did they expressly refuse to do it, or simply fail 
to do it? 

Mr. Shoemaker. They said they would not do it. 

Senator Jones. Did they give any reason for not doing it ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. No; they did not express any reason for it. 
They just refused to do it. 

The Chairman. You said there were 297 licenses granted, and 
that left 3 open? 
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Mr. Shoemaker. Yes: when they handed out the results of their 
action on the 31st day of October there were 297 bar licenses granted, 
and that left 3 to make 300. 

The Chairman. Was Miller among tho^e ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Miller was the first of the three panted. 

The Chairman. He was one of the other 3 besides the 297 ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. There w^e 3 more that were granted after the 
297. We opposed the granting of that one. It made 4 saloons on 
one side of the block. 

The Chairman. As I understood, the 3 on E Street had already 
been granted among the 297? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; and Miller's had been refused, and was 1 of 
the 2 that had been refused on that side of the street. There were 
5 of them. 

The Chairman. Under the law ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Under the law. 

The Chairman. He had been refused ? He had made application 
and had been refused ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; with an entrance on E Street. He and 
Bush lost their hcenses. 

The Chairman. Afterwards Miller renewed his application for 1 
of those 3 places which were stiU left open, for a license to do business 
as if he were on Fourteenth Street ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. On Fourteenth Street. In other words, they 
made application for a number on Fourteenth Street that did not 
exist at tnat time ? 

The Chairman. At the time he made his application for a number 
on Fourteenth Street, had he made his entrance on Fourteenth 
Street? 

Mr. Shoemaker. He had not. There was no entrance there, and 
the day that the license was granted they knocked out the window, 
just leaving an ugly hole,- and were doing business through that hole. 

The Chairman, reople were going in and out the window? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; they lust tore the window out and people 
were going in and out, and they nad a temporary door next day. 

The Chairman. He was in a hurry to oo business ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; right away. I suppose that door was torn 
out within an hour after the license was granted. I observed it, 
and the barroom remained in the same place, and so far as I could 
see there had not been a bottle changed in the place. The only 
change I saw in it was the change in the location of the door. 

Senator Jones. The same room is being used for a saloon there 
now that was used by Mr. Miller before his license was refused on 
E Street? 

Mr. Shoemaker. The same room, with the same conditions. 

Senator Jones. Exactly the same room, is it not? 

Mr. Shoemaker. The same room. 

The Chairman. In the same building ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. The same building, and all ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

Senator Thompson. That is riffht opposite the New WiUard Hotel? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes, sir. Tne only difference is that they have 
a door on Fourteenth Street now instead of on E Street, and they 
have a window on E Street. There is just a few feet difference be- 
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tween the old door and the new one. I guess I need not say anything 
further about that case. 

The Chairman. No. 

Senator Jones. Mr. Shoemaker, do you know anythmg about the 
decisio^ of the board to grant certain hcenses on E Street on the 30th, 
I guess of October, and any change being made on the 31st? 

Mr. Shoemae]e:b. Yes, I know this. Senator, that the assessor, who 
is charged imder the law with actually issuing the paper hcenses, 
informed me that he had, on the morning of the 30th of October, been 
instructed to make out Bush's hcense, but that he had got instruo- 
tions 

Senator Jones. State the three. What three had he been directed 
to make out? 

Mr. Shoemaker. He had been instructed to make out the hcenses 
for Shoomaker's, Gerstenberg^s, and Bush's. 

Senator Jones. That left out Miller? 

Mr. Shoemaker. That left out Miller and Engel. 

The Chairman. That was on the 30th ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes, sir. He said that he had actually made out 
Bush's hcense, ^but that an order was given to him overnight to 
change the hcense from Bush to Engel. 

Senator Jones. In other words, Bush's hcense was withdrawn and 
a license was issued to Engel ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

Senator Jones. On the morning of the 3l3t he got this order? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; and he said that Mr. Bush went over to get 
his hcense, having been informed that it was granted, and when n© 
arrived he found that the change had been made. 

The Chairman. Who represented Engel? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Mr. Joseph Burkhart. 

The Chairman. Who represented Bush ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Juhus 1. Peyser, as I remember. 

Senator Jones. Do you know of any reason why this change was 
made ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I have no personal knowledge. Senator, in refer- 
ence to that. I have been told some things about it, which I have 
not been able to verify. 

Senator Jones. I think it will be well for us to ask the board about 
that. 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

Senator Jones. And find out what reasons they give, if any. 

Mr. Shoemaker. I have heard reasons given from more than one 
source why it was done, and I think probably Mr. Peyser and Mr. 
Bush might possibly give some information. 

Senator Jones. I think it would be well to have Mr. Peyser and 
Mr. Bush. 

The Chairman. Yes. Is there anything else, Mr. Shoemaker? 

Afr. Shoemaker. I have some other cases, Mr. Chairman, if you 
want me to go on with them. The '^fire-limit'' case I do not know 
whether you want me to say anything further about ? 

The Chairman. I think we understand that. 

Mr. Shoemaker. You have that in the record, have you ? 

The Chairman. We practically have that in the record. 

Senator Thompson. And the two saloons at Thirty-sixth Street? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 
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The Chairman. I will ask you this question about the fire-limit 
case: In changing the western fire limit from Thirty-fifth Street to 
Thirty-seventh Street, did the commissioners indude the -entire 
street, or just sufficient to take in the saloons ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Just the saloon section, from Thirty-^th to 
Thirty-seventh, and a square or two to tiie north. 

The Chairman. Just a square or two to the north on those streets? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; as I recall it. 

The Chairman. In other words, they just cut out a small segment 
there? 

Mr. Shoemaker. A small segment. 

The Chairman. Just large enough to take in those two saloons ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes, sir; conveniently. 

The Chairman. They did not take in the whole length of Thirty- 
seventh Street ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. No; not at all. 

Senator Jones. Some supplemental legislation by another body? 

Senator Thompson. What sort of proceeding was necessarv to do 
that before the commissioners? What was necessary to be done? 

Mr. Shoemaker. The commissioners, upon a petition presented to 
them by some of the people on M Street— — 

Senator Jones. Was any purpose given for it ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. No purpose was given for it, except better fire 
protection. 

Senator Jones. These saloons were in existence, and this law 
would have cut them out ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

The Chairman. That is sufficient on that. 

Mr. Shoemaker. One of the most important cases, I think, is 
the Schladt case. He has a hotel and barroom in Georgetown, at 
1238 Wisconsin Avenue. 

The Chairman. Was this place hsted among the hotels in your list ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. As a restaurant. It is one of the restaurants I 
marked. Joseph Schladt has been frequently charged by the police 
with running a disorderly house, selling on Sunday, and so on, and he 
has a long record of offenses. He was convicted several times. This 
new board when it came in gave special consideration to it and issued 
a rule to show cause why his apphcation for renewal of Ucense should 
not be denied. At that hearmg.Capt. Schneider, of that precinct, 
appeared at our request and others appeared and gave testimony 
against him. I was able to get the captam to go back over the entire 
record since he had been in the precinct, and he testified to that record, 
but despite this record — the character of the place being clearly 
shown — the Ucense was renewed. 

The Chairman. What, exactly, was the character of this place ? 
You say it was of bad character? ' 

Mr. Shoemaker. It was charged several times with — ^well, the 
reports of the captain from time to time were that there was Simday 
selling regularly; that it was a resort for women; and those two things 
were the principal charges against him. 

The Chairman. Very well. 

Mr. Shoemaker. Tms year when it came up for renewal we made 
no further effort to defeat it. 

The Chairman. You do not know whether last year the immoral 
character of the place persisted ? 
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Mr. Shoemaker. I have no-knowledge about that — no information. 

Senator Jones. The same man is running it ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. The same man is running it. 

Senator Jones. Is that licensed as a hotel? 

Mr. Shoemaker. No; it is licensed as a restaurant. 

Senator Jones. What I mean is, has it a hotel hcense; not as a 
barroom, but is it a hotel ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. It is a hotel. 

Senator Jones. Has it a hotel license ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. It has not 50 rooms. 

Senator Jones. That is what I am trying to get at. 

Mr. Shoemaker. A* while ago I agreed to furnish a list of the 
hcensed hotels. 

Senator Jones. I wanted to know in this particular case if this is a 
hotel and if it has less than 50 rooms? 

Mr. Shoemaker. It is a hotel having less than 50 rooms. 

Senator Jones. And it has a restaurant hcense in order to get 
around that provision in the law ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

Senator Thompson. I imderstand that wherever these restaurant 
hcenses are issued they have a bar, just the same. 

vSenator Jones. Oh, yes. 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. I think I have nothing to offer further, 
gentlemen, imless you have some Questions to ask. 

The Chairman. Do you think tnat the questions involved in the 
securing of the hcense are sufficient to justify the payment of a large 
fee to an attorney ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I do not, Mr. Chairman. I think that the fees 
that have been chained, some that we know definitely about and 
others that we have heard rumors of, are away out of proportion to 
the service rendered. Take the case of the transfer of the hcense of 
Denis J. McCarthy to the Evans Building, where the fee that was 
contracted for was $5,500; so far as I could see, the work in that 
case was limited to the preparing of the contract and to the services 
of a yoxmg man sohciting petitioners in behalf of the transfer in the 
Evans BuQding, and some httle outside, without result, among 
property owners, which probably took him a half a day, and the 
time given by the attorneys in presenting their case to the excise 
board did not require more than an hour and a half. 

Senator Thompson. I presume the hearings before the excise 
board were rather informal, were they not? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Rather informal. 

Senator Thompson. It does not require any more skill and abiUty 
than to try a case in a pohce coiu't, does it ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Not at all. 

Senator Jones. Is there any real necessity for an attorney ap- 
pearing before the board for a man asking for a transfer of a hcense 1 

Mr. Shoemaker. I see no necessity for it, Senator. 

The Chairman. As a matter of fact, all the questions are questions 
of fact, are they not ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

The Chairman. I mean all the questions are almost purely ques- 
tions of fact ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. They employ attorneys — I may say this 
as a matter of information — ^who appear there in behalf of their 
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applications. These attorneys feel it- necessary to cross-examine 
and sometimes browbeat protestants who come there, sometimes slap 
the table, and denounce opponents, and some of them have said to 
me ^* Why, we have to do that in order to impress our clients''; and 
one told me after he had been very strenuous in the trial of his 
case, that his chent came out into tne hall after it was over, and 
said, '^ That is the way I like to see you do it. Give it to Shoemaker." 

Most of the work by attorneys oefore the board is confined to but 
few. Now and then some attorney drops in with a case, but I suppose 
that 10 attorneys could be named who do 90 per cent of all the work 
before the excise board. 

The Chairman. Do you receive any compensation for the work 
you do in particular cases ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. No; I do not — none at all. I receive a compen- 
sation bv the year. 

The (& AIRMAN. For representing the Anti-Saloon League? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes, sir; for all work before the excise board, 
and not only there, but for any other legal work for the league. 

The Chairman. Do you do other kinds of work for the Anti- 
Saloon League besides this ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Thompson. What is your salary? 

Mr. Shoemaker. $2,000. 

Senator Thompson. You appear and try these cases and all cases, 
do you ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. My work for the organization has been so 
heavy that I have been precluded from looking after private work to 
a large extent. 

The Chairman. You have appeared in many cases for the Anti- 
Saloon League before the excise board ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. The present board ? 

The Chairman. Yes. 

Mr. Shoemaker. I think I have appeared in over 700 cases. 

The Chairman. Have you anything else? 

Senator Jones. I want to ask one question, so as to make some- 
thing clear. I think I understand it, but some one asked me about 
it a while ago. There was something about Mr. Bride referring to 
Mr. Columbus and Mr. Baker collecting money from the saloon peo- 
ple. Did Mr. Bride say anything about the purpose for which this 
money was collected? 

Mr. Shoemaker-. No; he did not, Senator. He just made that re- 
mark in that way, and there was no opportunity to discuss it further. 

Senator Jones. That is the way I understood your evidence, but 
I wanted to make it perfectly clear. 

The Chairman. Is there anvthing else ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. No, sir; but Kev. Mr. White, of Anacostia, is 
here, and I should hke to have you hear what he has to say about 
the situation over there, if vou care to do so. 

The Chairman. Very well, we will hear him briefly. 

(The witness was thereupon excused.) 

TESTIMONY OF BE7. GEOBGE LEBOT WHITE. 

(The witness was sworn by the chairman.) 
The Chairman. State your full name. 
Mr. White. George Leroy White. 
The Chairman, -fiid your profession ? 
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Mr. White. Qeigyman; Anacostia Methodist Episcopal Church. 

The Chaibman. Where do you reside ? 

Mr. White. In Anacostia. 

The Chaibman. How long have you been officiating there ? 

Mr. Whttb. Two years the 1st of March. No; two years the 1st 
of April. 

The Chairman. Were you a citizen of the District originally ? 

Mr. White. No, sir. 

The Chaibman. Where are you from ? 

Mr. White. Maryland. 

The Chaibman. Did you come from Maryland there ? 

Mr. White. I came from Baltimore. 

The Chaibman. You are familiar with the proceedings which took 
place in connection with the licensing of the saloon in Anacostia? 

Mr. White. Verymuch so; yes, sir. 

The Chaibman. Will you briefly state your connection with it ? 

Mr. White. I was chairman of the committee that made the fight. 

The Chaibman. On the part of the people? 

Mr. White. Yes, sir. 

The Chaibman. You would speak now on the barroom that is 
located there? 

Mr. White. I am willing to speak on anything you want me to 
speak on. 

Mr. Shobmakeb. Dr. White might explain the campaign there. 
• The Chaibman. Yes; I am gomg to ask him about that now. 
You protested against the location of the barroom there ? 

Mr. White. Yes. 

The Chaibman. There is a wholesale liquor house there, too ? 

Mr. White. We protested against the whole thing. 

The Chaibman. When you came to Anacostia three years ago were 
anv saloons there ? 

Mr. White. There was one retail place and there were two whole- 
sale places. 

The Chaibman. One retail and two wholesale. Are they still there ? 

Mr. White. One wholesale place has been declined — ^refused. 

The Chaibman. But the retail Uquor house that was there when 
you went there is still operating? 

Mr. White. Yes, sir. 

The Chaibman. And it was against the renewal of its license by 
this excise board that you protested? 

Mr. White. Yes. 

The Chaibman. It was also against the renewal of the license of the 
present wholesale house ? 

Mr. White. Yes. 

The Chaibman. You protested against that? 

Mr. White. Yes. 

The Chaibman. Now, go ahead. 

Mr. White. We made quite a vigorous campaign lasting as much 
as a year, I presume. We began in the winter with the attempts to 
transfer. As soon as it was Known, of course, that this law would 
go into effect the first of November, men who were within the limit 
of the navy yard apphed for transfer to Anacostia, and a man named 
Kean and a man named Athick began on that, and we were successful 
in getting those defeated. Then we started a campaign early last 
winter, I presume, against the three saloons we had at that time, two 
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wholesale and one retail, and that lasted all the summer, more or less. 
We had a number of Senators and Congressmen speaking, and we 
also had a card prepared. We had a twofold campaign. One was 
to have it declared a residence territory, and failing fliat, we were 
protesting against the individual appUcations; so tnat we had two 
cards prepared, one for each item, and we had the community can- 
vassed. By count there are about 1,600 adults in Anacostia, and we 
had 800 persons sign our appUcation. There is one church there, and 
of course these three apphcants, were all members of that one church, 
and they were neutral — ostensibly neutral — and that was a pretty 
large church. Then there were friends of those, who would refuse to 
sign, and then a great many people who did not want to get into the 
fight. So far as Iknow, there were very few, if any, who were willing 
to come out openly in behalf of the saloon. We stood for the resi- 
dence proposition. We were not told at all whether our position 
was accepted or refused. We never heard anything at all, but of 
course when the individual licenses were up for granting or rejection, 
we supposed then that we had been refused, and then we protested 
against each individual apphcant. 

The Chairman. You mean you tried to have the excise board 
declare that a residence territory? 

Mr. White. Yes, within the meaning of the law. 

Senator Thompson. What was the situation as to the business in 
those particular blocks ? 

Mr. White. There are 866 houses, thereabouts — there may be an 
error of 10 or 12, but anyway there are below 900 houses — m Ana- 
costia, of all kinds. Ninety of these are business houses of some 
character, but in the majority of those 90 there is a residence above 
the business place. Just the downstairs front room is occupied by 
some kind of store, and the family, or some other family, is living 
there. But even granting that it is business, it only gives about 90. 

Senator Thompson. Getting down to where this saloon was 
located, what was the situation in the block where it was ? 

Mr. White. The retail place was at the corner of a block. Of 
course, it faces on Good Hope Road, and that particular road is 
undoubtedly 50 per cent business. 

Senator Jones. All four sides of the block, or just one side of the 
street? 

Mr. White. Just one side. Of course, it is on the^ corner of Thir- 
teenth Street. There is no business on Thirteenth Street. Extend- 
ing all the way up, it is residence. 

The Chairman. How far is the wholesale house from that? 

Mr. White. That is at the other end of what we call Anacostia. 

The Chairman. Two or three blocks away ? 

Mr. White. Yes; it is four blocks away. 

Senator Thompson. I have not got in my mind yet how that is 
situated. Is it facing this business street you speak of, or on the 
business square ? 

Mr. WnriE. Good Hope Road is a new road, and that is at the 
comer of one block, and faces Good Hope Road; but of course it runs 
all the way back, and the side of it is on Thirteenth Street. There is 
no business on Thirteenth Street. 

Senator Thompson. How about the other streets ? 

Mr. White. On Good Hope Road there is business; but the whole- 
sale place is clearly in residence territory. 
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Senator Thompson. Describe that location. 

'Mr. White. I think there is some kind of a doctor has a place 
there. I would not call that business. It is his home. Then there 
is this place, and a little store, if I rememb^ right — ^I do not know 
whether there are two stores or not, I think there is one — and the 
family lives above it. They have some kind of notion store. That 
is all there is of that, and a vacant lot. 

Then across the street is a police station, and then some other 
vacant lots. 

The Chairman. Does this wholesale place do any other business 
besides a liquor business? 

Mr. White. I think not. 

The Chaibman. It sells in packages under 5 gallons ? 

Mr. White. Yes. 

Senator Thompson. Has it one of these httle railings in there to 
keep the children out? 

Mr. White. I have not been in it. 

Senator Thompson. I thought maybe you knew from hearsay how 
it was. 

The Chaibman. Proceed, Doctor. 

Mr. White. This man who nms the wholesale place bears a good 
reputation as a law-abiding citizen. 

The Chairman. How about the retail place ? 

Mr. White. I have not any positive proof, although there are peo- 
ple who tell us on the side. I heard the other day 9iat a minor Jiad 
gotten hquor there, but I do not know that I could get enough proof 
to prove that; but the mother 

The Chaibman. Is the place managed in a way offensive to the 
people there ? 

Mr. White. No, sir. If we have got to have a saloon, I presume 
there is no objection to that man. 

The Chaibman. Yes? 

Mr. White. But the strong point is this, that we certainly gave a 
clear majority of the people in Anacostia of 21 years of ase and over 
as opposmg a saloon tnere; and they totally disregarded tne majority 
idea and sunply foisted it upon us. 

Another strong point with us is that the law automatically closing 
the saloons contiguous to the navy yard would bring into our com- 
mimity an imdesirable element of negroes and low-class whites. 

Senator Thompson. How far are you from the navy yard ? 

Mr. White. Thev are right across the river. This saloon is right 
across the river. 1 do not know how wide the river is, but I presume 
it is 1 ,000 feet wide. I presume the saloon is more than a thousand feet. 

Senator Thompson. Where does the most of this man's business 
come from in that saloon ? 

Mr. White. His business has been reported to me as greatly in- 
creased since the closing of the saloons by the navy yard. 

The Chaibman. Does it come mostly from the other side of the river ? 

Mr. White. I think the increase would be from across the river. 

Senator Jones. Most of the other business comes from Anacostia 
or Mardand points? 

Mr. White. There are people who drive in there. Of course, people 
can get in by Pennsylvania Avenue SE., extended, but a great many 
people come in through Good Hope Road. 

Senator Jones. He conducts that saloon legally ? 
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Mr. White. It seems so. It is legal; yes, sir. I have been told 
that he took on more clerks after these saloons at the navy yard 
were closed, and I do know that he has an automobile and has the 
signs of prosperity. We are very much chagrined. 

Senator Thompson. Who conducts the wholesale place? 

Mr. Shoemaker. John Madigan. 

The Chairman. You say the people were very much chagrined 
and humiUated on account of the saloon being continued there ? 

Mr. White. Yes. Our principal fight was against the retail man. 

The Chairman. You feel that you are essentiauy a residence section ? 

Mr. White. Yes. 

The Chairman. Because only 90 of the 900 houses — that is about 
10 per cent of the houses — of Anacostia are business houses ? 

Mr. White. Yes; and more than 50 per cent of the 90 are occupied 
also as residences. 

The Chairman. More than 50 per cent of the 90 are occupied as 
residences also ? 

Mr. White. Yes. 

Senator Thompson. Is the residence upstairs in these houses on 
this business street used ? 

Mr. White. Oh, yes, indeed; not in every house, but generally 
speaking. 

Senator Thompson. At the place where this saloon is located ? 

Mr. White. There is opportunity for residence there, but nobody 
is living in it. 

We once had no saloons in Anacostia. I have been told this, and 
I understand it is substantially correct, that the saloon was estab- 
lished at Leonard's location under the law about a hotel, and there 
were doors cut between several contiguous houses so that probably 
three or four houses were classified as one, and as a hotel, and the 
license was granted to that place as a hotel; but as the years went 
on, of course the community was not awake to everything that was 
going on, and the hotel was dropped and he got a barroom license. 
Of course that hotel business was not carried on, as you know, as a 
hotel very much, and that is the reason he got that license. 

The Chairman. How many signatures were there to the petition 
protesting against the renewal ? 

Mr. White. Eight hundred. 

The Chairman. Did you say there were 1,800 people there? 

Mr. White. No; less than 1,600 by actual count. 

The Chairman. Less than 1,600 by actual coimt? 

Mr. White. Yes. 

Senator Jones. I understood you to say there were that many adults! 

Mr. White. Yes; adults; 21 years of age and over. Our card 
sa^ "L the undersigned, 21 years of age or over." 

The Chairman. You had 800 adult signatures ? 

Mr. White. Yes; on the cards. They are down here. 

The Chairman. And there are less than 1,600 adults in Anacostia! 

Mr. White. Yes. 

The Chairman. That is, adults — men or women ? 

Mr. White. Men and women. 

The Chairman. Is there anybody else here in the room who wants 
to testify ? 

Senator Jones. If there is not, Mr. Chairman, I suggest that we 
have an executive meeting now. 
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Senator Thompson. I want to ask Dr. White another question. 
State what the situation is in the neighborhood of this saloon with 
reference to the location of a church or schoolhouse, or anything of 
that kind. 

Mr. White. The Catholic Church is situated on V and Thirteenth 
Streets, its front entrance facing south, and, of course, the back of 
the church running north. This saloon is located on Good Hope 
Road and Thirteenth, facing north, with the saloon running south, 
and between the southern extremity of the saloon and the northern 
extremity of the chiu'ch there certainljr can not be much over 250 
feet, or 300 feet at the outside, but it is probable that the front 
entrances of the two buildings may be 400 feet apart. 

Senator Jones. Is there a rear entrance to the church ? 

Mr. White. I think there is, but it is not used much. 

Senator Jones. Well, there is an entrance ? 

Mr. White. I would not say that. There is a room going out 
there, probablv used by the priest for some purpose, and probably 
steps leading aown. 

Senator Jones. You see the law says between the nearest entrances. 
It does not say between the front entrance of the saloon and the front 
entrance of the church. 

The Chairman. Is there a rear entrance to the saloon ? 

Mr. White. There is a back door and a gate. You could go in 
there if you wanted to. 

Senator Jones. Did you base any protest on the nearness of the 
church ? 

Mr. White. No, sir. 

Senator Thompson. What is the situation of the wholesale house 
with relation to a school ? 

Mr. White. I do not know, but there is a large colored school over 
there. It may be 400 feet away, but it is a very close measurement. 

Senator Thompson. Could you ascertain what the fact is in 
regard to it ? 

Mr. White. There is the whole question, as to how you measure. 
If you measure in a straight line 

The Chairman. A straight line between the nearest entrances ! 

Mr. White. A straight fine 

The Chairman. The line that a man would travel over a pubUc 
right of way ? 

Senator Thompson. The shortest course of travel ? 

Mr. White. Some people go across this way and some that way, 
or some can go this way [indicating]. 

Senator Thompson, is it a public course of travel in a straight line f 

Mr. White. Oh, the street is running along there [indicating]. 

Senator Jones. That is a public right of way. 

Senator Thompson. That is a pubfic course. 

Mr. White. You can cross over at right angles and go down that 
way [indicating]. 

Senator Jones. Is there any house near to the retail saloon ? 

Mr. White. No, sir. 

(The witness was thereupon excused.) 

(At 6.15 o'clock, p. m., the committee adjourned until to-morrow, 
Thursday, February 25, 1915, at 10.30 o'clock, a. m.) 



Digitized by VjOOQIC 



THIRD DAY. 



THURSDAY, FEBUXTAIIY 25, 1915. 

Special Committee, 

United States Senate, 

Wdshingtonj D, C. 
The special committee met, pursuant to adjoumment, at 10.30 
o'clock a. m., in the room of the Committee on Indian AflFairs of the 
Senate, in the Capitol. 

Present: Senators Sheppard (chairman), Thompson, Jones, and 
DiUingham. 

TESTIMONY OF ME. EOBERT G. SMITH. 

(The witness was sworn by the chairman.) 

The Chairman. State your full name. 

Mr. Smith. Robert Gibson Smith. 

The Chairman. What is your official position % 

Mr. Smith. Chairman of the excise board for the District of 
Columbia. 

The Chairman. How long have you been a resident of the District 
of Columbia ? 

Mr. Smith. Since September 8, 1906. 

The Chairman. Where did you come from here? 

Mr. Smith. Principally from Long Island. I had been a resident 
of Jersey City until a httle before that time, and came down to Vir- 
ginia, near Mount Vernon, where I purchased a farm, and I lived in the 
city of Washington. 

The Chairman. When did you become chairman of the excise 
board ? 

Mr. Smith. On the 15th of April of last year. 

The Chairman. The law requires that an inspector for the board 
shall be appointed. Have you an inspector % 

Mr. Smith. Yes. 

The Chairman. What is his name ? 

Mr. Smtth. Waldo C. Hibbs. 

The Chairman. What are his duties ? 

Mr. Smith. He, under the orders of the board, attends to inspec- 
tions, and other duties as they are put upon him, but largely, owing 
to the great number of inspections tne board has had to make, he has 
either accompanied the board on the inspections or acted as ste- 
nographer at the hearings. He is the only stenographer the board 
has or may have under the law. 

The Chairman. What was his occupation before he was appointed 
inspector ? 
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Mr. Smith. I am not just sure, but he was in the o&ce of one of 
the Commissioners of the District of Colmnbia and had been there 
for a number of years. 

The Chaibman. Has he been a resident of the District for some 
years? 

Mr. &crFH. Oh, yes; he was a formw newspaper man and a resi- 
dent here for the best part of his hfe. 

The Chaibman. He stated in his testimcmy that he had been 
directed to make no inspections since November, 1914. Why is it 
that he has not made any inspections ? 

Mr. Smith. Mr. Chairman, the work of transcribing the notes from 
523 hearings, held in October and September last, occupied his time 
very thoroughly, and he is not quite through yet. 

The Chaibman. He was appointed under the law requiring the 
board to have an inspector, not a stenographer to transcribe hearmgs f 

Mr. Smith. Quite so, but it is the only means the board has of 
obtaining that character of service. 

The Chaibman. Are you not allowed a clerk ? 

Mr. Smith. We have a clerk. 

The Chaibman. What is his salary ? 

Mr. Smith. $1,500 a year. 

The Chaibman. And the salary of the inspector is $1,500 a year? 

Mr. Smith. Yes. That is under the law. 

Senator Jones. Why did not the board select a stenographer for 
a clerk ? 

Mr. Smith. I do not know. The clerk is an efficient man. He 
might take notes in longhand, he is so efficient, but we had Mr. 
Hibbs employed before we employed Mr. Hart, the clerk. 

Senator Jones. Do you not thmk that it is more the clwk's duty 
than the inspector's duty to do the stenographic work ? 

Mr. Smith. I agree with you, but we had to make the best of the 
material at hand to aid us, and with such a problem before the board 
we considered it rather inadequate and made the best we could of it. 

Senator Jones. Could you not have found a stenographer who 
could have acted as clerk I 

Mr. Smith. I doubt whether we could have gotten one. 

Senator Jones. Who is the clerk of the board ? 

Mr. Smith. Mr. Hart. 

Senator Jones. Where was he selected from ? 

Mr. Smith. He comes from New Jersey. 

Senator Jones. Who selected him ? 

Mr. Smith. I did. 

Senator Jones. On whose recommendation ? 

Mr. Smith. He came to me with a letter from some friend or friends 
in New Jersey, or Jersey City particularly, and I do not just recall the 
name. 

Senator Jones. Did you know him before you selected him ? 

Mr. Smiph. I did not; but I had a very long and favorable acquaint- 
ance with his father. 

Senator Jones. It was not represented that he was a stenographer ? 

Mr. Smith. It was not. 

Senator Jones. You did not make any inquiries as to whether he 
was a stenographer ? 

Mr. Smith. To be candid, I did not. 
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Senator Jones. What political influence did Mr. Hart have ? 

Mr. Smith. Not any that I am aware of. 

Senator Jones. There were no poUtical indorsements or letters 
handed in on his behalf ? 

Mr. Smith. Not any at all. I knew his father, and I thought if he 
was a chip of the old block, or represented the block at all, he would 
be good enough for me. 

Senator Jones. He lived in Jersey City ? 

Mr. Smith. Yes. 

Senator Jones. That was his home at the time he was appointed? 

Mr. Smith. Yes. 

Senator Jones. Was he appointed before or after the inspector 
was appointed ? 

Mr. Smith. My impression is that he was appointed after, but 
he may have been appointed before. I will not be sure on that point. 
The record we have m the office would show that. 

Senator Jones. Has the board ever recommended any additional 
help? 

Mr. Smith. Not any; except perhaps a messenger, which the law 
provides for. 

Senator Jones. How do you expect Mr. Hibbs to do the inspection 
work, if he has to do the stenographic work all of the time ? 

Mr. Smith. Senator, the board so far has visited every situation, 
every place, where an application has been made for license or transfer. 

Senator Jones. Do you not understand that the principal duty of 
the inspector is to look after those places after they are licensed and 
see that they are complying with the law ? 

Mr. Smith. That has been done measurably. 

Senator Jones. Who has done it ? 

Mr. Smith. The inspector. 

Senator Jones. The inspector stated the other day that he had not 
made any inspections since the 1st of November. 

Mr. Smith. Probably not. 

Senator Jones. That is the time these licenses were granted; and 
he said he had not been directed by the board to do it, either. 

Mr. Smith. No; I guess he had not. 

Senator Jones. When do you expect him to make these inspec- 
tions to see whether or not tnese Ucensed places are complying with 
the law ? 

Mr. Smith. That has not yet been taken up and decided, but the 
board itself keeps in constant touch with the conduct of afl^airs in the 
several licensed places. 

Senator Jones. Has the board made any inspection of these 
saloons since the 1st of November ? 

Mr. Smith. I think not in a general way. Special inspections have 
been made. 

Senator Jones. What special inspections have been made? 

Mr. Smith. Several of the places along Seventh Street SW. have 
been inspected. 

Senator Jones. When were they visited ? 

Mr. Smith. In Januarv. 

Senator Jones. By whom? 

Mr. SMrFH. By the board, consisting of Mr. Bride, Mr. Baker, and 
myself. 
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Senator Jonbs. Did you all three go? 

Mr. Sboth. We all tnree went. 

Senator Jones. You all went together f 

Mr. SmTH. Yes. 

Senator Jones. What time in the day did you go ? 

Mr. SiirrH. Sometimes we would leave at 10 o'clock in the morn* 
ing and at other times at 2 o'clock in the afternoon. 

Senator Jones. How often have you made these special examina- 
tions since the 1st of November ? 

Mr. SMriH. Not any except that once. 

Senator Jones. How manv saloons did you visit at that time ? 

Mr. SMrrH. Well, without being positive as to the number, probably 
half a dozen or ei^t. 

Senator Jones. Did you make any record as to the result of your 
visit? 

Mr. Smtfh. No. Finding everything O. K., we made no note of it. 

Senator Jones. Those are the only places, however, that you 
visited? 

Mr. Smfth. I think so; yes. 

Senator Jones. What places did you visit ? 

Mr. Smfth. I do not recollect them by name. 

Senator Jones. Where were they located on Seventh Street? 

Mr. SMriH. I have not the location in mind. Senator. We go alon^ 
the street, and if we have not a list, we stop at every place indicated 
as a saloon by its exterior appearance. 

Senator Jones. What did you do on this inspection ? 

Mr. Smiph. We go in and look as to the sanitary conditions and the 
general conduct from external appearances. 

Senator Jones. You have never been around in the city to inspect 
these saloons during the hours they are required to be closed, have 
you? 

Mr. Smtth. No. 

Senator Jones. You have not seen whether they have complied 
with the provisions of the law with reference to closing ? 

Mr. SMrra. No. Such work would seem to us, under the law, to 
be imposed upon the police. 

Senator Jones. What do you think about that provision in the 
law that vests the inspector with poUce powers? Do you not think 
that means something? 

Mr. Smffh. That may be necessary when he goes on an inspection. 
I have never noticed anj indication of obstruction dining oul* in- 
spections, and we have visited five or six hundred places. 

Senator Jones. Do you not think that was put in the law in order 
to give him the powers of a poUceman to see that the law is being 
carried out ? 

Mr. Smfth. Exactly. 

Senator Jones. Why is it that the board has not directed him to 
make inspections to see that the law is comphed with ? 

Mr. Smfth. The board has not thought it necessary. It has thought 
that inspections suflBicient have been made by the board itself. 

Senator Jones. You have made out of him simply a clerk? 

Mr. SMrra. Largely so, yes. 

The Chaibman. What have you to say with regard to the saloons 
that are claimed to be within 400 feet oi houses of religious worship^ 
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public school houses, colleges and uaiyersitiesS Th^re are 21 here 
m a list that I have, whicn are claigaed to be witUn that distance. 
You are familiar with them, aa^e you not ? 

Mr. Smith. Somewhat. 

The Chairman. Will you tell us what the nxeihod q{ the banfd is 
in making these measurements ? 

Mr. Smith. The measurements by the board 4ure mmle by its mem- 
bers on the right-angle course. 

The Chairman. Tou say by the right-angle coui:ae. How far do 
you proceed from the entrance on a stmight linie brfore you turn on 
a right angle? 

Mr. Smith. To about the middle c^ the sidewalk, or path; taking 
the middle course, owing to the right of way given to pedestrians to 
keep to the right. If you were boimd in that direction, you would 
naturally keep to the right there, and taking the center path as a 
conservative course. 

The Chairman. Some of the sidewalks of the city of Washington 
are unusually wide, are they not? 

Mr. Smith. They are beautiful sidewalks and rather wide, some of 
them. 

The Chairman. The law requires that the measurements should 
be made by the shortest course of travel from entrance to entrance. 
Why did you adopt the method of going out to the middle of a wide 
sidewalk and making these measurements, instead of turning as soon 
as you got to a coimortable distance from the door in wbi^ a mm 
could turn in going to the church or the schoolhouse ? 

Mr. Smith. There had to be a rule to govern the board in its de- 
cisions as to measurement, and we adopted the right-angle course, 
and in order to be consistent took from the door out to the point at 
which you must turn at right angles to ihe right or to the left. 

The Chairman. Exactly; but you could pursue the right-ande 
course and turn after you got 18 inches or 2 feet from the front of me 
door. 

Mr. Smith. Not always, sir. 

The Chairman. Why do you say not always. 

Mr. Smith. There may be such a thing as parking, over which the 
occupant of the premises has no control, and the turning to the riffht 
or to the left 18 inches from the doorway may be interfered withoy 
that parking. 

The Chairman. But suppose thwe is no obstruction there ? 

Mr. Smit^. The board leels that you can not have one course for 
one appUcant and another for anotiier. 

The Chairman. Have you laid down in published form the rule 
in that regard ? 

Mr. Smith. No. We have consistently lived up to that habit or 
rule, however. 

Senator Jones. Mr. Smith, I want to understand about this right- 
ande measurement. Suppose this is a church on one side of the street, 
and here is a saloon over here on another street, this being a public 
street here, and you want to measure from the nearest entrance of 
this saloon to the nearest entrance of the church [indicating]. Do 
you mean that you would go straight up on the sidewalk until vou 
got opposite the church entrance and then go across at right angles ? 
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Mr. Smith. No. 

Senator Jones. Or do you mean that you would go up to the 
crossmg of the other street across there and then go down? How 
would you measure ? 

Mr. Smith. We would not take any radical rule for enforcing our 
method of measurement; and where the church door is directly 
opposite a saloon, the board would decide to refuse a Ucense because 
of its proximity, its dangerous proximity, to the church. 

Senator Jones. Do not go on with that now. I want you to come 
right here to my example. Here is a saloon over here across the 
street, and farther down here is a church. I want to know how 
you would measure from the nearest entrance of the saloon to the 
nearest entrance of the church ? 

Mr. Smith. In that case, both being near to their respective cor- 
ners, the church to one comer and the saloon to the otner one, we 
would take the course in that way. 

Senator Jones. What do you mean by "that way"? You would 
go up the sidewalk to the crossing and then across at right angles 
and then down to the entrance ? 

Mr. Smith. Yes. 

Senator Jones. Why not go straight across the public right of 
way, diagonally? 

Sfr. Smith. 1 say we might do it in that case, where one is almost 
opposite the other. 

Senator Jones. Would you do it ? 

Mr. Smith. I do not know. I know of one case, that of Gabriel, 
where we did not do it. 

Senator Jones. You say you have adopted a general rule that you 
have been consistent in following aU of that time. According to 
that rule, would you do that ? 

Mr. Smith. The exception once in a while proves the rule. 

Senator Jones. In other words, you have appUed your rule of jneas- 
urement as you saw fit with reference to each particular place, have 
you not ? 

Mr. Smith. To some extent. 

Senator Thompson. You have not applied the rule of the shortest 
course of travel ? 

Mr. Smith. I think we have; yes. 

Senator Thompson. You say that turning square corners would be 
the shortest course — the natural way — ^to travel in going from the 
saloon to the church ? 

Mr. SmTH. I think so, consistent with the local law on the subject. 

Senator Thompson. You think the poUce regulations should over- 
turn the law which provides for the shortest course of travel ? 

Mr. Smith. I say that everybody has to pay due regard to the law 
of the land — ^the law of the municipahty. 

Senator Thompson. Do vou not think that the law of the United 
States Government should also be followed, as well as the poUce 
reflations ? 

Mr. Smith. I know of only one way, and that is to have harmony 
in applying the law. 

Senator Thompson. Do you not think there would be complete 
harmony by following the shortest course of travel always, without 
exception, according to the law on the question ? 

84513''— S. Doc. 981, 63-3 11 
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Mr. Smith. I take it that we have followed the shortest course of 
travel. 

Senator Thompson. Your idea is that the turning of square 
comers is the shortest course of travel within the meaning of the law? 

Mr. Smith. WTien you consider the police r^ulations which govern 
the pedestrian on the sidewalk or the street, yes. 

Senator Thompson. Then you permit the police regulations to 
overturn the law in that respect ? 

Mr. Smith. I do not say tnat. 

The Chairman. Is there anything in the police regulations requiring 
a man on leaving the entrance on a street to go out to the center of 
the sidewalk betore he turns either way in walking along the side- 
walk? 

Mr. Smith. No; but the members of the board would have diffi- 
culty in determining iust how close he might go. He might be 
obstructed, and might nave to walk out a little bit. 

The Chairman. Then you have added something to the police 
regulations ? 

Mr. Smith. No, sir. 

The Chairman. Your idea is that a man on leaving the entrance 
must go out to the center of the sidewalk, no matter how wide it is? 

Mr. Smith. Not ^^must.'' He may have to do it and probably he 
i^aight do it, as when a man is coming from a saloon he might meet 
some one else, and he would have to go right to the center of the 
sidewalk. 

Senator Thompson. Is that your explanation of the diflFerence in 
these measurements ? 

Mr. Smith. Such as 

Senator Thompson. There are 21 different places here in this list 
that has been submitted, where it is claimed there have been violations 
of the law. Each place it is claimed is located within 400 feet of a 
house, of religious worship, a pubUc school house, a college, or a 
university. Is that your explanation in aU of these cases ? 

Mr. Smith. Yes, I expect so, except also that the former board 
took the same view of the situation as to measurement as' the present 
board does, and placed licensees in locations that are counted among 
those 21 — or 18, I think there were. 

Senator Thompson. If you are making a measurement from a 
saloon to a schoolhouse or church, if you ascertain by the square- 
corner measurement that it is 401 feet, you permit the saloon to 
operate. Is that it ? 

Mr. Smith. It may be permitted, being over 400 feet. 

Senator Thompson. Do you remember any case where you ever 
refused it when it was within that limit ? 

Mr. Smith. I do not at the present time. 

Senator Thompson. Do you not think that it would be consistent 
and within the poUcy of the law to resolve that difference of 1 foot in 
favor of the decency of the neighborhood ? 

Mr. Smith. Yes. 

Senator Thompson. In favor of the school or in favor of the church 
rather than in favor of the saloon ? 

Mr. Smith. Yes. Without any question, if there are conditions 
in evidence that would make it most desirable to abandon the saloon, 
the board would do it and do it gladly. 
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Senator Jones. Did you ever do it in any case? 

Mr. Smith. Senator, I do not recall individual cases. 

Senator Jones. You do not remember any case where the difference 
was 1 or 2 feet, and you cut it out, resolving the doubt against the 
saloon ? 

Mr. Smith. I do not recall any just now. 

The Chairman. Are you familiar with the conditions as to parking 
in front of the saloon of John E. Mergner, 415 East Capitol Street? 

Mr. Smith. I have been there and measured the mstance to the 
school aroimd the comer. 

The Chaibman. Is there an iron fence running on one side of the 
entrance to that saloon^t that place, nearly crossing the sidewalk? 

Mr. Smith. Out to the sidewalk, I thought. 

The Chaibman. How long is that fence, do you remember? 

Mr. Smith. I would not fike to say, but my recollection places it 
about 30 feet, I should say from memory. 

The Chaibman. Do you remember making the measurement from 
the entrance of the saloon to the pubUc school near there ? 

Mr. Smith. Yes, sir; we did. By *' we" I mean the board. 

The Chaibman. You measured first along the length of the fence, 
and after you passed the fence you turned and went toward the school- 
house ? 

Mr. Smith. That was the only thing we could do, sir, unless we 
stepped over the fence. 

The Chairman. Was it brought to your attention that that fence 
was put up there after this law went into effect ? 

Mr. Smith. No. I thought if it had no business being there the 
proper authorities would have it removed. 

Senator Jones. It came out from the parking, did it not ? 

Mr. Smith. Yes; it was on the parking, Senator. 

Senator Jones. And there was an entrance through that on one 
side, away from the school, so people could come through it — a little 
gate? 

Mr. Smith. I think there was a gate, but it was locked when we 
were there. 

Senator Jones. With a padlock? 

Mr. Smith. I do not recall the character of lock, but I think likely 
a padlock. 

Senator Jones. Did you make any inquiries as to why it was 
locked. 

Mr. Smith. No, sir. 

Senator Jones. You did not make any inquiries about that situa- 
tion, did you, as to why that fence was put out there, or as to when 
it was put out there ? 

Mr. Smith. Conditions, as we find them, govern. 

Senator Jones. You make no investigation to see whether a thing 
has been put up to evade the law; you sunply take it as you see it ? 

Mr. Smith. The conditions that exist at the time of the inspec- 
tion, sir. 

Senator Jones. You do not consider that you are to see whether 
or not the spirit and intent of the law are being deliberately evaded 
or violated ? 

Mr. Smith. If such a condition was made manifest we would take 
notice of it. 
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Senator Jones. Was it not pretty manifest when this fence was 
built out over the parking there ? 

Mr. Smith. That was a regulation for the Federal authorities, I take 
it, and if it was not proper that it should be there they would have had 
it removed. 

Senator Jones. If you thought it was improperly there, you would, 
notwithstanding, go on and grant a license ? 

Mr. Smith. We never viewed that side of the situation. 

Senator Jones. Was npt that situation presented to you when the 
application for license came up, and was not that called to the atten- 
tion of the board ? 

Mr. Smith. I do not recall that. 

Senator Jones. You do not know whether it was or not? 

Mr, Smtth. I do not. 

Senator Jones. The records will show, will they not? 

Mr. Smith. The record ought to show. 

Senator Jones. Suppose tne record shows that, as a matter of 
fact, this fence was put out there after the law was passed and that 
the evident purpose of it was to evade the law, do you not think 
that the board acted improperly in granting a license imder such a 
situation as that ? 

Mr. Smith. I think if the board knew that it was put there as a 
subterfuge only to obtain a license, and if, notwithstanding that and 
in possession of that statement, the board granted a license, it may 
be considered improperly done. 

Senator Jones. The record, then, will show with reference to that? 

Mr. Smith. I do not know whether I brought that. That is not 
one of the cases you asked for. 

Senator Jones. We will ask for it. 

Mr. Smtth. All right, sir. 

The Chairman. 1 will ask you now to send us the record in that 
case. 

Mr. Smith. I shall be glad to, Senator. 

The Chairman. You are famiUar with the location of the saloon of 
Miller Bros., at the comer of Fourteenth and Pennsylvania Avenue? 

Mr. Smith. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. Are there not three saloons in that block on the E 
Street side, next to Pennsylvania Avenue, besides Millers' ? 

Mr. Smith. Yes; Gerstenberg's, Shoomaker's, and EngeFs. 

The Chairman. Miller Bros, originally had their entrance on E 
Street, facing Pennsylvania Avenue ? 

Mr. SMrrn. Facing E Street. 

The Chairman. Tjaey changed that entrance around to the Four- 
teenth Street side and were granted a license, were they not ? 

Mr. Smith. Yes, sir. They were first refused a license on E Street, 
and some two or three weeks afterwards they made application for a 
new license situated on Fourteenth Street, or around the comer from 
the former entrance, for the same saloon. 

The Chairman. Tne location of the saloon, however, was not changed 
at all? 

Mr. Smtth. Not a bit. 

The Chairman. Do you not regard that as a subterfuge ? 

Mr. Smith. I do not think so, Senator. The law has been strictly 
complied with. 
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The Chairman. The law probably has been technically compUed 
with, but as a matter of fact there are four saloons up there on the 
one side of that block. 

Mr. Smith. I do not so regard it. 

Senator Jones. Do you think that is conclusive ? 

Mr. Smith. Because I think so, that does not make it so. 

Senator Jones. The saloon is exactly the same as it was before, 
except the entrance ? 

Mr. Smith. The entrance is different from before, and that is all. 

Senator Jones. But the saloon is just the same, except the en- 
trance? 

Mr. Smith. Yes, sir; except the entrance. 

Senator Jones. The law does not say that there shall not be more 
than three entrances on a block, does it? It says not more than 
three saloons. Do you construe that to mean entrances ? 

Mr. Smith. The Miller Bros, can not do business on E Street. 

Senator Jones. They are doing business on E Street. Their saloon 
is on E Street, and the entrance is on Fourteenth. 

Mr. Smith. I do not so regard it, Senator. 

Senator Jones. They are doing business just as they did before, 
except that thev have a different entrance ? 

Mr. Smith. Correct. 

Senator Jones. And they are doing it in the same space exactly? 

Mr. Smith. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. And just exactly in the same place where you 
refused the hcense before. Is not that correct? 

Mr. Smith. A change only as to door. 

Senator Jones, Only as to door and entrance. You consider that 
as a change of business, a change in the place of business ? 

Mr. Smith. I do. 

Senator Jones. You do not consider that an evasion of the law? 

Mr. Smith. I do not. 

Senator Jones. Either in spirit or letter ? 

Mr. Smith. I do not think so, Senator. 

Senator Thompson. Do you not regard that as a subterfuge in 
order to get a Hcense? 

Mr. Smith. I do not think so, Senator. 

Senator Thompson. You do not ? 

Mr. Smith. Really. 

Senator Thompson. Any more than the building of a fence to 
make the distance a Uttle bit farther, or the making of a flower bed 
or grass plot? 

Mr. Smith. No; about the same. 

The Chairman. Gen. Smith, who represented Mr, Miller at the 
hearing at which his Ucense was granted? 

Mr. Smith. Mr. M. P. SuQivan. 

The Chairman. A lawyer ? 

Mr. Smith. I do not know whether he is a lawyer or not. He is a 
handy man in tall^^, and represented many an apphcant. 

The Chairman. Were there not five saloons on that side of the 
block before this law went into effect ? 

Mr. Smith. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. Who owned those saloons ? 
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Mr. Smith. Mr. Bush, Mr. Engel, Mr. Shoomaker, Mr. Gerstenberg, 
and the Miller Bros. 

The Chairman. The board first decided to grant licenses to Gersten- 
berg, Shoomaker, and Bush, did it not ? 

Mr. Smith. It did. 

The Chairman. Did you hot instruct the assessor to issue a license 
to Mr. Bush on October 30, 1914 ? 

Mr. Smith. I do not know that the notice had gone forth to the 
assessor. It may have. 

The Chairman. Why did you decide to turn Mr. Bush down on 
October 30 and issue a license to Mr. Engel instead ? 

Mi. Smith. The board thought it was quite within its rights to do 
so. It was not yet too late, and believing that the best interests of 
the interested persons would be served, it changed from Bush to 
Engel. Mr. Engel was seriously involved, and Mr. Bush had a good 
lively business outside of the uquor business; and following a rule 
of the board, it does the least damage possible to either personal or 
property interests. 

The Chairman. Was not that all brought out before you decided 
to grant the license to Bush ? 

Mr. Smith. No, sir. 

The Chairman. Who brought it to your attention ? 

Mr. Smith. We discovered it somehow on Friday evening. 

The Chairman. On Friday evening, the 30th ? 

Mr. Smtth. Friday, the 29th, was it not? Well, that is immaterial. 
It was on Friday evening. 

The Chairman. How md you discover it? 

Mr. Smith. I do not just recollect. We talked as we were signing 
the jackets, and when we came to either one or the other of them the 
discussion came up, and we decided that the best interests would be 
served by changing those two aroimd. 

The Chairman, iou mean a discussion within the board itself? 

Mr. Smith. I think so. 

The Chairman. Was there an executive session ? 

Mr. Smith. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. Gen. Smith, you had had hearings on these different 
applications, had you not ? 

Mr. Smith. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. Rather extensive hearings ? 

Mr. Smtth. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. And the board had reached the conclusion that it 
should grant licenses to Bush, Gerstenberg, and Shoomaker? 

Mr. Smith. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. And you had formerly taken action to that eflFect? 

Mr. Smith. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. And this was up to the 30th of October ? 

Mr. Smtth. If the 30th was Friday evening. 

Senator Jones. These gentlemen had appeared before you by their 
attorneys, had they not? 

Mr. Smith. Both in person and through representatives. 

Senator Jones. And you thought aU the facts had been brought to 
your attention, did you, when you granted the license? 

Mr. Smith. I expect so. 

Senator Jones, iou know whether you did or not, do you not? 
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Mr. Smith. Yes, sir; I suppose we did. 

Senator Jones. Who brought any additional facts to your atten- 
tion with reference to Bush and Engel and their business affairs ? 

Mr. Smith. I do not recall, Senator. 

Senator Jones. Did anybody? 

Mr. Smith. We were signing up the appUcations, for or against, 
and discussion centered on one or two of these applications as the 
work was going on. 

Senator Jones. What led to any further discussion with reference 
to these? You had already decided who should have the licenses; 
and do you not know that as a matter of fact you had directed the 
assessor to issue the Ucenses? 

Mr. Smith. I do not know that, Senator; but I am willing to admit 
that it may have been done without my knowledge. The clerk may 
have forwarded the Ust to the assessor before the time of announce- 
ment, which was Saturday morning. 

Senator Jones. He had been directed to do that? 

Mr. Smith. I have no doubt, but I can not recall that particular 
instance out of 412. 

Senator Jones. You seem to recall that some special information 
had been broudbt to your attention with reference to Engel and Bush ? 

Mr. Smith. There are many cases that have been brought to my 
attention through the press and the investigations held here. That 
is the only way that I know it. 

Senator Jones. Had any attorneys approached you or the other 
members of the board, to your knowledge, calling your attention to 
additional facts with reference to Mr. Engel or Mr. JBush ? 

Mr. Smith. Not a soul. Senator. 

Senator Jones. Had anybody telephoned to you or the board sug- 
gesting that a change should be mad!e ? 

Mr. Smith. Absolutely no one, without any equivocation. 

Senator Jones. Had any Senator or Representative spoken to you 
about either Mr. Bush or Mr. Engel ? 

Mr. Smith. I can not recall that they did — those particular ones. 

Senator Jones. You do not remember, then, whether they did or 
did not? 

Mr. Smith. Whether they did or did not; no, sir. 

Senator Jones. You may have been spoken to by a Senator or 
Representative ? 

Mr. Smith. Not at that particular time. 

Senator Jones. I am not asking about any particular time; I am 
asking you about Mr. Engel and Mr. Bush. 

Mr. Smith. I may have been spoken to some time during the 
pendency. 

Senator Jones. Do you remember whether or not any Senator or 
Representative spoke to you about Mr. Engel or Mr. Bush after you 
haa decided to give Mr. Bush his license ? 

Mr. Smith. Not any at aU. 

Senator Jones. Had any representative of any of the brewing 
interests spoken to you about it? 

Mr. Smith. Not any at aU. 

Senator Jones. Had any representatives of any political organi- 
zations spoken to you about it ? 

Mr. Smith. Not any at all, Senator. 
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Senator Jones. What particular facts about Mr. EngeVs financial 
condition were brought, to your attention after you had decided to 
give Mr. Bush his Ucense ? 

Mr. Smith. That they had spent a great deal of money on the 
premises and had been aoing an unpaying business and were seriously 
mvolved financially. 

Senator Jones, xou remember that very distinctly? 

Mr. Smith. I remember that before the hearing — ^before the writing 
up of the announcement of for or against. 

Senator Jones. You remember that very distinctly. Who told 
you that ? 

Mr. Smith. I do not recall. 

Senator Jones. You can not remember that ? 

Mr. Smith. It was neither a lawyer nor anyone interested in the 
business nor interested in Engel, that I can recall. 

Senator Jones. How do you know that, if you do not remember 
anything about who it was ? 

Mr. Smith. Well, I suppose there are some things that remain, 
or come to your attention while talking or acting, when a thing is 
not indicated by any other means. 

Senator Jones. Who^t information came to you about Mr. Bush's 
condition after you had decided to grant him a Ucense ? 

Mr. Smith. Well, it had appeared at the hearing that Mr. Bush 
had a good business outside of the hquor business. 

Senator Jones. So there was not any additional information that 
came to you about Mr. Bush ? 

Mr. Smith. Oh, not any; we just decided to change without any 
request from any outside source. 

oenator Jones. You said that you got some information. 

Mr. Smith. That was before the hearing, Senator. 

Senator Jones. I understood you to say a moment ago that you 
got some information about Mr. Engel after vou had decided about 
the Ucense, showing what he had expended, and his financial condition. 

Mr. Smith. I would like to be made clear on that. 

Senator Jones. That is what we want. 

Mr. Smith. I, personaUy, received no reauest or information from 
anyone during the Friday night or Friday afternoon that these 
Ucenses were Being signed up. Exercising the privilege of a mem- 
ber of the board, 1 changed my mind about which of these two to 
grant. 

Senator Jones. Did the other members change their minds ? 

Mr. Smith. They evidently did. They voted against Bush and for 
Engel. 

^nator Jones. Did you explain to the other members of the board 
that you had changed your mind ? 

Mr. Smith. They knew it. 

Senator Jones. Did you teU them why ? 

Mr. Smith. They knew it. 

Senator Jones. Did you tell them why you had changed your mind ? 

Mr. Smith. I changed my mind because of the desire to do the 
least amount of damage 

Senator Jones. I did not ask you that. General. I asked vou if 
you told the other members of the board why you had changea your 
mind. 
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Mr. Smith. Why, Senator, we were sitting at the table, three of us, 
and signing these things, and it came up in discussion when we came 
either to Bush or Engel, and it may have been me who said, *' I think 
we are doing a wrong here." 

Senator Jones. Do you remember whether you said that or not ? 

Mr. Smith. Well, it was in general conversation. I may have said 
that in some other way. 

Senator Jones. I know you may have, but I want to know whether 
you did or did not. 

Mr. Smith. I do not recall doing it. 

Senator Jones. Did the other members of the board express their 
reasons for changing their minds ? 

Mr. Smith. In a general way we talked about the thing, but I do 
not know that they said why they would change their minds. They 
each wanted it made. 

Senator Jones. Who made the motion to change ? 

Mr. Smith. I do not know that. 

Senator Jones. Will your records show ? 

Mr. Smith. No, sir; tney do not show the form of vote. We con- 
sider the cases and act upon them and keep a record of the action,, 
generally — ^who waBpresent, etc. 

Senator Jones. Was Mr. Sheehy a member of the board then? 

Mr. Smith. No, sir. 

Senator Jones. Mr. Bride and Mr. Baker were members ? 

Mr. Smfth. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. As a matter of fact, did not Mr. Baker suggest that 
the Ucense should be changed from Mr. Bush to Mr. Engel f 

Mr. Smith. I do not think so. Senator. 

Senator Jones. Did Mr. Bride ? 

Mr. Smith. I can not say. I can not tell you who it was brought 
the thing up, imless it was myself, saying *' Perhaps we made a 
mistake here. Let us see," and we talkea about it. 

Senator Jones. You talked about it, then, did you ? 

Mr. Smith. We talked about it, the three of us, among ourselves^ 
without any outside influence whatever beyond that had at the 
hearing. 

Senator Thompson. Mr. Smith, I understood you to say a while 
ago as to the difference in the manner of measurement of the various 
barrooms and saloons located within 400 feet, by the shortest course 
of travel, of pubUc schools and barrooms, that you accoimted for that 
by the difference in method of measiu-ement ? 

Mr. Smith. Excuse me. Would you mind repeating that question ? 

Senator Thomi»son. I asked you a while ago if it was on account of 
the difference in method of measurement that there seemed to be a 
difference as to the 21 barrooms or saloons located within 400 feet of 
houses of reUgious worship and public schools, colleges, or universities,, 
according to the shortest course of travel; and I understood you to 
say that the way you accounted for it was because of the meas- 
uriQg by square comers. 

Mr. Smith. Yes, sir; they are measurements that were made by 
right angles. The measurements of the gentlemen who opposed us 
were by the straight line, as the crow flies. 
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Senator Thompson. Where they were located on the same side of 
the street, and within a few doors, no question of that kind could 
arise, could it ? 

Mr. Smith. It should not. 

Senator Thompson. How do you account for the location of the 
Bessler saloon at 922 Pennsylvania Avenue, and the Bartholomew 
Roddy saloon, 1001 C Street NW., both of which are stated to be 
within 400 feet of the Salvation Army barracks at. 930 Pennsylvania 
Avenue ? 

Mr. Smith. The board does not believe that the law intended the 
Salvation Armjr or any kindred reUgious institution to be regarded as 
a house of religious worship, within the meaning of the law. 

Senator Thompson. Do you mean to say that you think that 
Congress placed discretion in the board to determine what would be 
a proper house of worship, and matters of. that kind ? 

Mr. Smith. I give Congress credit for evervthing that I can, but 
I have to take my lead from the language of Congress as transmitted 
through the law. 

Senator Thompson. Are we to imderstand, then, that you do not 
regard the Salvation Army as a religious organization ? 

Mr. Smith. Maybe it is true. It is not a house of reUgious wor- 
ship. 

Senator Thompson. And that where they hold worship every day 
and every night should not be regarded as a house of religious wor- 
ship within the meaning of the law ? 

Mr. Smith. I t&tik not. 

Senator Thompson. That is the reason for the location of saloons 
in the neighborhood of their place, then, is it ? 

Mr. Smith. If you will permit me 

Senator Thompson. Did not the Salvation Army protest on the 
ground that they were a religious organization ? 

Mr. Smith. I think so. 

Senator Thompson. You regarded them as a religious organiza- 
tion, did you not ? 

Mr. Smith. Oh, yes. 

Senator Thompson. What other place have they for a place of 
worship than at 930 Pennsylvania Avenue 

Mr. Smith. In order that I may be clearly understood: According 
to the belief of the board and according to the intent, Congress 
changed the word "place'' and substituted ''house,'' for obvious 
reasons, we believe. 

Senator Thompson. Does not the Salvation Army hold religious 
worship within a building at that place? 

Mr. Smith. Yes; that would be a ''place." 

Senator Thompson. That is a house, is it not ? 

Mr. Smith. A house is something entirely appropriated for reli- 
gious purposes. 

Senator Thompson. Oh, that is the distinction you make — that it 
has to be a church ? 

Mr. Smith. We take the intent of the law. 

Senator Thompson. It is a house used exclusively for religious 
worship ? Is that it ? 

Mr. Smtth. That is our belief. 
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Senator Thompson. There is no provision in the law to that efiFect, 
is there ? 

Mr. Smith. Except that you changed the first draft of the law 
from "place of rehgious worship" to "house of religious worship," 
and for obvious reasons, we believe. Of course, if you wanted all 
religious houses to be so regarded, we take it that Congress would 
have said so. 

Senator Thompson. It does say "house of religious worship," 
does it not ? That is the language of the law ? 

Mr. Smith. Yes; it says "house" now. 

Senator Thompson. "Of religious worship"? 

Mr. Smith. Yes. 

Senator Thompson. And would you not consider a place where they 
held religious worship, no matter what denomination, every day and 
every night, to have as much importance as a fine cathedral that is 
closed all the week and holds services only on Sunday ? 

Mr. Smith. I give the organization the greatest amount of credit, 
of course, but I nave to follow the law ana state that a place of reli- 
gious worship may not be such as is intended by a house of religious 
worship. The Salvation Army and other religious organizations have 
places where they doubtless do a great deal oi good, but the question 
came before the board. Is it a house of religious worship ? The board 
has decided that it is not. 

Senator Thompson. That the Salvation Army is not ? 

Mr. SMrrn. Not within the meaning of the law. 

Senator Thompson. Then so far as that religious organization was 
concerned', you resolved any doubt of construction in favor of the 
saloon ? 

Mr. Smith. I do not think so. We tried to be just. Like most 
other people we may go wrong in our judgment, but it is honestly 
intended. 

Senator Thompson. The real reason for not having a saloon in 
the neighborhood of a church or a school is because it is regarded 
by the public generally as detrimental to order and proper decency 
around places of that kind. Is not that right ? 

Mr. Smith. Yes, sir; that is granted. May I read one sentence 
of the law ? 

Senator Thompson. Yes. 

Mr. Smith. Thank you (reading) : 

No saloon, barroom, or other place wherein intoxicating liauor is sold at retail or 
wholesale, other than hotels and clubs, shaU be licensed, allowed, or maintained 
within four himdred feet of any public schoolhouse * * * or within four hundred 
feet of any now established house of religious worship. 

According to that, the board may put a hotel or a club next door 
to a church and allow Uquor to be dispensed there under license. 

Senator Thompson. You do not regard the saloon, of course, as a 
necessity, do you ? 

Mr. Smith. No. 

Senator Thompson. You do regard the church and the school as 
necessities, under our form of government, do you not? 

Mr. Smith. Exactly. 

Senator Thompson. If the saloon should interfere with the wor- 
ship or interfere with the school, even though it was more than 400 
feet away, do you not think the discretion allowed the board 
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ought to be exercised in favor of a proper maintenance of a place of 
rehgious worship or a school ? 

Mi. Smith. vSenator, the board had a particularly bad duty to per- 
form, a duty that was bound to work injury to some, and we had to 
eliminate 112 appUcants for license and establish not more than 300 
places, and all those questions arose. We do not claim to be able, 
perhaps, to decide upon the intent of the law, as perhaps lawyers 
might; we simply put an honest layman's construction on the intent 
of the law and noped that it would oe properly received, as the intent 
merits. 

Senator Thompson. But where there is a strong protest by a 
religious organization or by a large number of people as to the loca- 
tion of a s«2oon in a particular locaUty, do you not think the board 
should take that into consideration, resolving the doubt, if possible, 
in favor of the school or the place or house of rehgious worship and 
eUminate the saloon, instead of allowing it to injure the church or 
the school by its presence? 

Mr. Smith. The board would like to eliminate aU from proximity 
to schools and churches. 

Senator Thompson. You have not done that in the exercise of 
your duties ? 

Mr. Smith. It has a duty to perform, a duty it owes to the saloon 
man as well as the churchman, with aU due respect to everybody 
concerned. 

Senator Thompson. Do you regard it as the duty of the board 
to have maintained 300 saloons in the District of Columbia ? 

Mr. Smith. I think largely so. I think that when Congress made 
this law and stipulated that there should not be more than 300 
saloons at $1,500 each, it had in mind $450,000, or 300 at $1,500 
each, equaling $450,000. 

Senator Thompson. Do you think Congress had more in mind the 
pecuniary consideration than it had the moral situation of the city ? 

Mr. Smith. I do not know what it had in mind. 

Senator Thompson. It did say, '^Not exceeding 300 saloons'' ? 

Mr. Smith. It did. 

Senator Thompson. And the board has construed that to mean 
300 — that you are to maintain that number ? Is that right ? 

Mr. Smith. I think that that is the intent. 

Senator Thompson. That there should be 300 saloons maintained 
in the city ? 

Mr. Smith. I think so. I am glad there are not any more. 

The Chairman. You do not mean to testify, General, that you 
think there must be 300 saloons, regardless of whether they comply 
with your rules and regulations ? 

Mr. Smith. Oh, my, no, Senator. I mean that as long as 300 men 
apply and are found worthy and well qualified by the board to con- 
duct the Uquor business in satisfactory locations, I think it is the 
duty of the board to place 300, under the law, and not to do anything 
unlawfully, or, indeed, that would be in any way reprehensible. 

Senator Dillingham. In fixing that number, did the board really 
have it in mind that the revenue to be derived was something that 
Congress was considering as being advisable or advantageous ? 
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Mr. Smith. Well, Senator, we have to take the expression con- 
veyed through the law, and we assume 

Senator Dillingham. No; just tell us how the board construed 
that? 

Mr. Smith. The board thought that if vou wanted 300 not to be 
exceeded, you intended that 300 should be arrived at, and you in- 
creased the revenue from each by $500, and if we got 300 that were 
worthy and well qualified that brought the revenue up to the same 
figure, absolutely. In fact, I think it is a Uttle in excess, now. 

Senator Dillingham. Then you thought that Congress really did 
have in mind the amount of revenue to be received out of this, rather 
than the control of the hquor traflBc ? 

Mr. Smith. Taking that expression here, I should say yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. If Congress had said that it should not be less than 
100 nor more than 300, you would then regard it as necessary to 
have 300 saloons ? 

Mr. Smith. That is a phase of the situation that I have not given 
any thought to; but I should say that from the experience had in 
handling 412 appUcations from which to select 300, 1 think that the 
same condition might have obtained had the minimum number been 
named, as well as the maximum. 

Senator Jones. You still think that the number has to be main- 
tained unless Congress should reduce it? 

Mr. Smith. I should think so. Congress is expUcit, generally. 

Senator Jones. Calling vour attention to the location of a saloon 
at 1421 G Street NW., I will ask you if that is not withm 400 feet of 
what is known as the Temple Busmess College, within a few doors ? 

Mr. Smith. The Temple Business College is not regarded as a 
school, within the meaning of the law. In speaking of schools, the 
law says '' the pubUc schoob,'' meaning institutions for learning under 
the control of the District of Columbia. That is the view taken by 
the board. 

Senator Jones. Does it not also say, ''now located or established 
college, or university" ? 

Mr. Smith. Yes. 

Senator Jones. You would not regard a business college, where 
hundreds of students go to obtain a business education, as an estab- 
lished college? 

Mr. Smith. In name only. I should not so regard it. 

Senator Jones. Is that true as to Frank Endres's place at 1015 I 
Street NW., which is within 400 feet of the Drillery Business College ? 
The same construction prevails there, that you do not regard the busi- 
ness college which young men and women attend to obtain a business 
education as an educational institution within the meaning of the 
law? 

Mr. Smith. We do not. 

Senator Jones. And in those instances you resolved the construc- 
tion in favor of maintaining the saloons, although they may be a detri- 
ment to those schools ? 

Mr. Smith. The least damage to personal and property interests. 

Senator Jones. I will ask you as to the location of Michael Mor- 
ris's place at 3006 M Street NW., which is within 400 feet of the 
Central Union Mission and within 400 feet of a Jewish house of wor- 
ship and within 400 feet of a school ? What have you to say as to the 
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location of a place of that kind within the 400-foot limit from these 
institutions ? 

Mr. Smith. The institutions excepted by the law have been duly 
regarded, sir, and the board carefully measured the distance from 
the school to the proposed saloon and found it in excess of 400 feet. 

Senator Jones. Of all of those places ? 

Mr. Smith. I do not know about the Jewish house of worship. I 
do not know about that. I never have seen such there. 

Senator Jones. You examined the location, did you not, before 
locating the saloon ? 

Mr. Smith. We examined the location and measured from the 
school to the proposed bar. 

Senator Jones. General, all of these institutions protested and 
made a showing at the time of the license hearing? 

Mr. Smith. I do not recollect. The record wiB show that, sir. 

Senator Jones. If they did, anyhow, the board did not regard that 
as an infraction of the law and exclude that place ? 

Mr. Smith. Evidently not. 

The Chairman. Returning to the Salvation Army: Why is it that 
you do not consider that a house of religious worship ? 

Mr. Smith. We take it from the law that a house, ta be a house 
of religious worship, must be such in its entirety. 

The Chairman. What other business is carried on in the Salvation 
Army barracks besides the Salvation Armv work ? 

Mr. Smith. I do not know. It is not a house for religious worship, 
according to our interpretation. It may be along some lines, but we 
have not so regarded it. 

The Chairman. In order to come Within this rule, that house 
would have to be devoted to some other purposes besides Salvation 
Army purposes in order to be not a house of religious worship, would 
it not? 

Mr. Smith. No; I do not take it so, Senator. 

The Chairman. Then tell me specifically why it is not a house of 
religious wol^hip. It is devoted exclusively to religious purposes, 
is it not ? 

Mr. Smith. It may not be. There may be some course of labor 
work there. 

The Chairman. There may be ? 

Mr. Smith. There may be. 

The Chairman. But vou do not know ? 

Mr. Smith. I do not know. I have to be truthful. 

The Chairman. We will leave that phase of the subject now. 
The law requires that hotels with less tnan 60 rooms shall not be 
allowed to have saloon licenses, does it not ? 

Mr. Smith. I do not know of a hotel having less than 60 rooms 
for guests wherein a license has been established. 

Tne Chairman. Why do you say less than 50 rooms for guests ? 

Mr. Smith. The law stipulates that a hotel, to be a hotel within 
the meaning of the excise law, shall have 60 rooms for guests, or more. 
You say less than 50 rooms. I do not know, sir. 

The Chairman. You do not know of any hotels in the District of 
Columbia with less than 60 rooms for ^ests that have saloon licenses ? 

Mr. Smith. Not any. What the District authorities do outside of 
the excise board, of course we do not know; but they can not handle 
the liquor question. We do that. 
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The Chairman. What about the hotel of J. H. De Atley, at 1222 
Pennsylvania Avenue NW. ? 

Mr. Smith. That has not got 50 rooms. 

The Chairman. Is not that a hotel ? 

Mr. Smith. It may be in name. It may be Ucensed by the District 
authorities, but not oy the excise board. 

The Gelaieman. Was it not brought out in the hearings before you 
that it was a hotel and was nm as a hotel and Ucensed as a hotel and 
had less than 50 rooms ? 

Mr. Smith. No, sir. 

The Chaibman. What about the place of Henry M. Marks, at 1000 
E Street NW. ? 

Mr. Smith. I do not recollect whether that is within the 31 hotels 
or not. I am not sure on that point. If it has over 50 rooms, it would 
be regarded as a hotel; if not, it would be enjoying a hcense and it 
would be recognized as a restaurant bv the excise board. 

The Chaibman. Do you think the board has a right to Ucense a 
place as a restaurant which is really run as a hotel and has less than 
50 rooms ? 

Mr. Smith. I do not know what other business is conducted there. 
They seemed adequately equipped to conduct a restaurant business, 
and that is what the excise bolird was interested in. 

The C^iBMAN. I will give you a list of places that are claimed to 
be operated as hotels havmg less than 50 rooms for guests 

Mr. Smith. Senator, I beg your pardon, before you commence: A 
place may be a hotel within the meaning of the District Commission- 
ers' authority, but to be a hotel within the meaning of the law and to 
be recognized as such by the excise board, it must have over 50 rooms. 

The Chaibman. I imderstand. 

Mr. Smith. Oh, you imderstand. Pardon me. 

The Chaibman. The law does not permit you to license a saloon 
in a hotel that has less than 50 rooms ? 

Mr. Smith. We do not mention the word '* hotel'' in connection 
with such an estabUshment. 

The Chairman. I imderstand; but is it not the fact that the law 
does? 

Mr. Smith. No; I think not, sir. 

The Chaibman. This is the law [reading] : 

Hereafter no license shall be issued to a hotel having less than fifty bedrooms for 
guests, nor to any hotel the character of which, or the character of the proprietor or 
manager of which, is diown to be objectionable to said board. 

Do you mean to say that you can construe that law to mean that 
a hotel with less than 60 rooms, or a place with less than 50 rooms, 
where they entertain the public for pay, is not a hotel? 

Mb*. Smith. Not a hotel, so far as we know. 

The Chaibman. The law is plain [reading]: 

Hereafter no license shall be issued to a hotel having less than fifty bedrooms for 
guests. 

I will ask you if it was not claimed that the following places were 
hotels with less than 50 rooms for guests before you issued yoiu* 
licenses: Geo. J. Bessler, 922 Pennsylvania Avenue NW.; Gustav 
Buchholz, 1411 Pennsylvania Avenue NW.; J. H. De Atley, 1222 
Pennsylvania Avenue NW.; Harvey Co. (Inc.), 1016 Pennsylvania 
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Avenue NW.; Charles Mades, 300 Pennsylvania Avenue NW.; 
Henrv M. Marks, 1000 E Street NW.; John M. Perreard, 513 Thir- 
teenth Street NW.; Jos. Schladt, 1238 Wisconsin Avenue. 

Mr. Smith. They are not hotels, according to our records. 

The Chairman. But I will ask vou if it was not represented to 
you, if testimony was not developed at the hearings at the conclusion 
of which you issued the licenses, and if it was not in the evidence, that 
they were hotels ? 

Mr. Smith. I think not. 

The Chairman. That they had licenses as hotels ? 

Mr. Smith. I think not. We could not license such a place as a 
hotel. 

The Chairman. I mean that they were licensed by the District as 
hotels. 

Mr. Smith. Oh, I do not know that. 

The Chairman. Would it not be your duty, where it was shown to 
you that a hotel with less than 50 rooms was licensed by the District 
as a hotel, to decline a license ? 

Mr. Smith. I think not. 

The Chairman. I want to return, now, to the question of houses 
of religious worship, and ask you why you consider the building occu- 
pied by the Central Union mssion not a house of religious worship ? 

Mr. Smith. For the same reason. Senator, except that it is more 
positively a place where business is conducted in connection with 
reUgious services. 

'file Chairman. What business is conducted in connection with 
the religious services? 

Mr. Smith. They have employment for wayfarers. 

The Chairman. Exactly; but is not that a part of the rdigious and 
benevolent pu rpo ses of the institution ? 

Mr. Smith. Well, Senator, the excise board may be mistaken; I do 
not claim that we are right in every particular; out our idea is, our 
construction of the law in its intent is, that a house of religious wor- 
ship shall be what it is meant for — a church, and such places as that; 
not a boarding house or rooming house, or any place where wood is 
chopped for the Uving of poor men. They are good institutions in 
their place, but the law does not say that we shouM recognize them as 
houses of rehgious worship. A house entirely appropriated to 
religious services would be a church. 

Tne Chairman. That is the construction which the board places 
on the term ''house of religious worship" ? 

Mr. Smith. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. And the construction is in favor of the saloon — the 
estabUshment of the saloon ? 

Mr. Smith. The board did not think so, and does not yet. 

The Chairman. You have resolved your construction in favor of 
the estabUshment of the saloon. When the question came before you 
in behalf of those who wanted the license refused, as to whether or not 
the Salvation Army and the Central Union Mission were houses of 
religious worship, you resolved that question in favor of the saloons in 
both instances ? 

Mr. Smith. Unfortunately so, for the would-be houses. 

The Chairman. Is there a saloon near the Y. M. C. A. Building ? 

Mr. Smith. Yes, sir; that of a Mrs. K^iotz. 
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The Chairman. How near? 

Mr. Smith. Well, it is — ^I would not like to say. 

The Chaibman. Is it within 400 feet? 

Mr. Smith. It is more than 400 feet; it is nearly 500, if not quite. 
It is a long block from Seventeenth to Eighteenth. 

The Chaibman. The board construed tne law to mean that saloons 
and dubs might be located in residence districts, did it not ? 

Mr. Smith. Yes, sir. 

The Chaibman. The law itself does not make any exception as to 
dubs, does it ? 

Mr. Smith. The law made many an exception for hotels and clubs. 

The Chaibman. You mean the excise law ? 

Mr. Smith. Yes, sir. 

The Chaibman. Let me read the law [reading] : 

Hereafter no license shall be granted for the establishment or maintenance of a bar- 
room or other place for the sale of intoxicating liquors, otherwise than in sealed pack- 
ages and not to be drunk on the premises, in any resident portion of the District of 
Colimibia. 

I will ask you if the clubs which I shall now name are not located 
in the residence districts, and if they do not operate bars: The Army 
and Navy Club; the Commercial Qub; Century Club; Cosmos Club: 
Elks Club; Metropolitan Club; MonticeUo Club; and University Club i 

Mr. Smith. Those are all in residence districts. 

The Chairman. In other words, the board deliberately legislated 
on that subject, did it not? 

Mr. Smith. I do not think we legislated on the subject, Senator. 

The Chairman. What do you cdl it ? 

Mr. Smith. I think that we made a rule that comprehended what 
was expressed, but not in so many words, by the law. 

The Chajerman. Will you explain why you held that the law did 
not prohibit the location of saloons and clubs in residence districts ? 

Mr. Smith. Paragraph 2 and paragraph 14 would seem to covcJT 
that very thoroughnr. 

The doAiBMAN. raragraph 2 of what? 

Mr. Smith. Of the excise law. 

The Chairman. Will you please read the part to which you refer? 

Mr. Smith. A portion of the excise law which, upon casual reading 
by itself, would seem to exclude the granting of barroom licenses to 
hotels and clubs in the residential portion of the District of Coliunbia, 
reads as follows: 

Hereafter no license shall be granted for the establishment or maintenance of a 
barroom or other place for the sale of intoxicating liquors — 

Then on down 

The Chaibman (reading) : 

Otherwise than in sealed packages and not to be drunk on the premises, in any 
residence portion of the Distnct of Columbia. 

Mr. Smith. I have not got to the "provided" part. 
The Chaibman. I have it here [reaoing]: 

Provided^ That no license shall be mnted for any saloon or barroom on any side 
of any square, block, or tract of land where less tnan fifty per centum of the foot 
frontage, not including saloons or hotels and clubs having barroom licenses under thif 
section, is used for business purposes. 

84518*— 8. Doc. 081, eS-^S 12 
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Mr. Smith. There is one exception — ''hotels and dubs." You will 
notice as to the wholesaler that the closing sentence there, ''nor shall 
intoxicating liquors be sold at wholesale outside of the business dis- 
tricts as above provided/' contradicts the first part. 

The CHAiKBiAN. I am not speaking of the wholesale proposition. 

Mr. Smith. In the absence of specmc words permitting the Ucensing 
of hotels and clubs outside of the business districts, the Doard beUeve 
it ia clearly shown that Congress intended, to make a distinction 
between a barroom as such and a barroom license held by a hotel or 
club, as is evidenced from the language just auoted. In determining 
on the 50 per cent of business frontage, the law says jrou must not 
include saloons or hotels and clubs having barroom hcenses. Con- 
gress has seen fit to permit the issuance of oarroom licenses in hotels 
and clubs near schools, churches, and colleges. 

The Chairman. In what instance ? 

Mr. Smith. The law says that no saloon, barroom, or other place 
wherein intoxicating liquor is sold at retail or wholesale, other than 
hotels and clubs, snail be licensed, allowed, or maintained within 
400 feet of any pubUc schoolhouse or now located or established 
coUege or university, or within 400 feet of a now established house 
of religious worship, measured between the nearest entrance to each 
by the shortest course of travel between such place of business and 
such public schoolhouse, college, or university, or estabhshed house 
of rehgious worship. 

The Chairman. There is nothing in that paragraph referring to 
residence sections. 

Mr. Smith. It says in that very paragraph, Senator, if you will 
excuse me, that '*no saloon, barroom, or other place wherein intoxi- 
cating Uquor is sold at retail or wholesale, other than hotels and 
dubs.'* So that the excise board might have construed that as per- 
mitting clubs and hotels to be placed right next door to any church, 
'college, school, or university. 

The Chairman. But that is within a business district. 

Mr. Smith. Is it not an exception for a church to be found in a 
business district ? 

The Chairman. Not necessarily. 

Mr. Smith. It is the exception, however. 

The Chairman. It may be the exception in some cases, but the 
law itself does not have any reference to it. 

Mr. Smith. The board thought that it was an oversight and 
treated it as such. 

The Chairman. They thought it was an oversight on the part of 
Congress ? 

ifi. Smith. It may be a reprehensible thought, but it is the fact, sir. 

The Chairman. I will ask you. General, if you knew anything 
about the manner in which the saloon at the Grand Hotel had been 
conducted before you granted it a hcense, in November ? 

Mr. Smith. In a general way, yes; with many things for and many 
against. 

The Chairman. What were the charges regarding that saloon in 
that hotel, if you remember ? 

Mr. Smith. I think that I have the record of the hearing here if 
you would like to have it. Senator. I can have it read into the pro- 
ceedings. 
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The Chaibman. I will ask you what was the name of the pro- 
prietor ? 

Mr. Smith. It is a corporation. 

The Chaibman. I know; but what was the name of the pro- 
prietor ? 

Mr. Smith. Charles H. Fred and Edward J. Gardiner, manager and 
treasurer, appeared. 

The Chahiman. I will ask you if Edward J. Gardiner did not con- 
duct that saloon when the old board was in operation ? 

Mr. Smith. I imderstand so. 

The Chaibmak. I will ask you if his license was not taken away 
from him at one time ? 

Mr. Smith. I do not know that. 

The Chaibman. Did it not appear in the evidence ? 

Mr. Smith. I do not know tnat. It is last October, the beginning; 
of October. 

The Chaibman. Was he not convicted of selling liquor to a minor; 
and was not his hcense taken awajr from him, and did not that appear 
in the evidence before you when his corporation applied for a renewal 
of the license ? 

Mr. Smith. It may have. The evidence is here. I have the case in 
hand here. 

The Chaibman. But you do not recall ? 

Mr. Smith. I do not recall. I was not interested in saloons, 
much 

The Chaibman. Did it not appear in the evidence that he owned a 
majority of the stock in this corporation ? 

Mr. Smfth. Yes. 

The Chaibman. And was not the organization of this corporation 
a mere subterfuge by which he proposed to secure a new hcense, 
knowing that he would have difficulty in getting it in his own name? . 

Mr. Smith. I can not say that I imderstood it as a subterfuge. 
He came before us clean, and after reviewing the evidence I can not 
see how we could have done other than we did. 

The Chaibman. I will ask you if the poUce did not report that it 
was a place of pubUc resort frequented by persons of questionable 
character? 

Mr. Smith. The poUce made one report, and in the evidence it 
would seem to be another. 

The Chaibman. You mean that the evidence that was adduced 
before you in your opinion contradicted the report of the poUce to 
such an extent that you felt justified in giving tnis man a hcense ? 

Mr. Smith. The Urand Hotel was represented by Mr. Henry E» 
Davis, and he made a statement which cleared the atmosphere some- 
what — the statement by Capt. Sprinkle, who made the damaging 
statement in the pohce report. 

The Chaibman. We will pass from that. I will ask you if when 
you renewed the hcense for the Ebbitt House bar evidence was not 
adduced 3howing that that bar had been conducted in a disgraceful 
manner? 

Mr. Smith. No; I do not agree that we had evidence to that effect. 

The Chaibman. And that there had been disgraceful practices in 
connection with the sale of hquor in the Ebbitt House, in the restau- 
rant and bar ? 



Digitized by VjOOQIC 



166 EXCISE BOARD OF THE DISTRICT OP COLUMBIA. 

Mr. Smith. At the request of the Anti-Saloon League repr^enta- 
tive the room was cleared and an effort was made to have evidence 
produced for the consideration of the board that it thought was too 
filthy for notice, and as it was not substantiated by any other than a 
dismissed or discharged employee of the Ebbitt House, we could not 
take it as seriously as if it had been substantiated. 

The Chairman. I will ask you if the papers were not at one time 
full of the details of an orgy that took place at the Ebbitt House 
one night ? 

Mr. Smith. I do not know. 

The Chairman. You do not recall that ? 

Mr. Smith. What do you refer to, may I ask, particularly and 
specifically ? 

The Chairman. Particularly the night after a football game here 
in Washington ? 

Mr. Smith. Oh, yes • we heard all about that. 

The Chairman. Did not that corroborate what this employee testi- 
fied to ? 

Mr. SMrTH. No. 

The Chairman. Did not the papers themselves contain details 
as to drunken women being taken out of the place and put in carriages, 
limp and almost helpless ? 

Mr. Smith. I do not remember any such publication. 

The Chairman. You do not recall that at all? 

Mr. Smith. I certainly never saw it. 

The Chairman. Why did the board hold. General, that wholesale 
liquor houses were those that sold more than 5 gallons ? 

Mr. Smith. We thought we would put a subclass in the wholesale 
zones — ^places doing a 4%-gallon busmess that might be in the resi- 
dential district; where the big jobber must be continued in the business 
sections, such as the Clark Distilling Co. and several others 

The Chairman. The law says retail or wholes«Je houses shall not 
be located in residence districts. 

Mr. Smith. May I ask if you have read the paragraph carefully. 
Senator? 

The Chairman. I have tried to, sir. 

Mr. Smith. It contradicts itself plainly on the subject of wholesale. 
The closing part of the paragraph 

The Chairman. Here is the closing part [reading] : 

Nor shall intoxicating liquors be sold at wholesale outside of the business districts 
as above provided. 

That is the closing part. That is a definite thing. 
Mr. Smith. That contradicts the upper part of the paragraph, 
which reads [reading] : 

Otherwise than in sealed packages and not to be drunk on the premises, in any resi- 
dence portion of the District of Columbia. 

That character of business is done by a wholesale establishment 
and not by a retail. 

The Chairman. And you would not have resolved that contra- 
diction on the side of people opposed to the existence of a saloon in 
residence districts ? Did it not seem to be the policy of this law 
to exclude saloons from residential districts ? 
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Mr. Smith. This is not a saloon under consideration now. 

The Chaibman. I understand; but is it not the policy of this law 
to exclude the liquor traffic, as such, from residence districts ? 

Mr. Smith. The law is explicit as to saloops, but not as to whole- 
salers. 

The Chairman. And you resolved that construction, again, in 
favor of the location of the saloon selling less than 5 gallons as net 
being a wholesale house in the view of the law. 

Mr. Smfth. They are wholesalers.' 

The Chaibman. I mean as being intended to be located in residen- 
tial districts. 

Mr. Smith. Yes. 

The Chairman. Do you know anything about a fee charged by 
Mr. Joseph C. Sheehy tot getting Mr. McCarthy a license to do busi- 
ness in tne Evans Building ? 

Mr. Smith. Not any more than what I have noticed in the press. 
I have not heard. 

The Chairman. Did you read Justice StaflFord's decision, stating 
that to charge a fee of that kind was contrary to public policy ana 
good morals ? 

Mr. Smith. I did not see the opinion published. 

The Chairman. Have you ever seen it ? 

Mr. SMrra. I have not. 

The Chairman. I will state for your information now that Justice 
Stafford held that for a lawyer to charge a fee of that kind to represent 
a man to get a license was against public policy and good morals. 
After he had charged a fee ofthat kmd the board permitted him to 
appear before it in other cases ? 

Mr. Smith. The gentleman referred to had been a member of the 
excise board. We were in close touch with him up to the time of his 
leaving — a manly, fearless, conscientious official, a lawyer; and he 
asked us after he left the board if we would have anjr objection to his 
appearing before the board as a lawyer and we told him no, that there 
could be no reason against it that we could see. We were not lawyers, 
but as long as a man's record is clean it does not much matter 
where he performs his professional duties, as long as he gets adequate 
compensation according to the measure made by mmself . 

The Chairman. Do you agree with Justice StaflEord that a fee of 
$5,000 charged by a lawyer K)r an eflEort to get a license for a man is 
contranr to public policy and good morals — a contingent fee ? 

Mr. Smith. Senator, I do not think that it would oe my business 
as a member of the board or chairman of the board to ask a lawyer 
how much fee he was to charge or receive for services in such and 
such a case, or to ask the applicant **How much are you paying your 
lawyer?" I might just as well be permitted to ask the Anti-Saloon 
League's lawyer how much monev he is receiving.' 

The Chairman. We have askea him that alreaSy. 

Mr. Smith. I have not; I have not followed that matter out. 

The Chairman. He gets $2,000 a year. 

Mr. Smith. He earns it. 

The Chairman. I agree with vou on that point. 

Mr. Smith. And we are not idlers. 

Senator Dillingham. May I ask you this question: Did you ever 
know that this fee was $5,000 ? 
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Mr. Smith. No, sir; I did not know anything about the fee, said to 
be $6,000, until the case was brought into court. 

Senator Dillingham. Did he continue to appear before you after 
that fact became known to you ? 

Mr. Smith. I think he has had one or two cases. 

Senator Dillingham. Upon what did you think that he based or 
estimated the value of his services? 

Mr. Smith. I do not know, Senator. My experience with profes- 
sional gentlemen, lawyers particularly, is that they have a knack' of 
estimating the value of their own services individually and charging 
accordingly, dependent upon the purse strings of the client. 

Senator Dillingham. Did it occur to you that in a case where 
there was a charge of $5,000, the client in such a case as that paid 
it because of his supposed influence with the board or because of the 
amount of work that he did, or the character of the work that he did ? 

Mr. Smith. I can not say. Senator. Really, it is a subject that we 
did not feel it was our duty to inquire about. 

Senator Dillingham. General, do vou not think that it would be 
an imputation upon the integrity of the board to have a man appear- 
ing and charging those fees, he himself having formerly been a member 
of the board? 

Mr. Smith. I do not know, Senator, whether there is another 
lawyer — I can furnish the committee with the names of all the 
lawyers who appeared before the board 

Trtie Chairman. That is in the record. 

Mr. Smith. And the number of cases handled by each and the 
board's disposition of such cases. There is not one case that the 
board knows about with regard to the fee or amount of the fee, and it 
does not consider that it is its duty to inquire about it. 

Senator Dillingham. Should not the board, General, in defense of 
itself and its standing, know upon what ground those appearing before 
the board are basing excessive and exorbitant charges? 

Mr. Smith. We have no way of determining what value to put 
upon the individual service, or whether he has valued his own services 
at a proper figure or not. 

Senator Dillingham. I know; but ought not the board to have 
some judgment as to whether a practitioner before it makes his 
charges upon the ground of his supposed personal influence with the 
board or upon his skill in his employment? 

Mr. Smith. That is all foreign to the excise board. 

The Chairman. You are familiar with what has to be determined 
in order to grant a license ? 

Mr. Smith. Yes, sir. I would prefer that no lawyers appear at 
all, and I am just egotistic enough to believe that we could conduct 
the cases ourselves and arrive at as good a conclusion at least as we 
have in the past. 

The Chairman. As a matter of fact, there is nothing there to 
justify any special legal assistance for an applicant- the board itself 
can aetermine questions of fact in connection with all these appli- 
cations, and there is no special necessity for the services of a lawyer 
by applicants, is there ? 

Mr. Smith. Not any. I do not consider them necessary at all. 

The Chairman. Do you see anything in the work tnat a man 
would have to do in representing an applicant that would justify a 
charge of $5,000 ? 
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Mr. Smith. No. 

The Chairman. From your own standpoint — I am asking you now. 
from your own standpoint, not from a lawyer's standpoint. 

Mr. Smith. A plain business man's opinion ? 

The Chaibman. Yes. 

Mr. Smith. I think it very excessive; but that does not make it so. 

The Chairman. Do you know anything about the Philadelphia 
House, Greneral? 

Mr. Smith. No. I visited there once. 

The Chairman. Did you not visit the Philadelphia House in com- 
pany with the other members of the board and Mr. Shoemaker ? 

lifr. Smith. Down on Pennsylvania Avenue? 

The Chairman. Yes. 

Mr. Smith. Yes. 

The Chairman. Do you remember conditions that you observed 
there? 

Mr. Smith. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. Did you see women drinking there, with no meals 
being served ? 

Mr. Smith. I did not see women drinking. I saw the remains of 
meals, and there was music and dancing gomg on. It seemed to be 
an amusement rendezvous for the colored people of the neighbor- 
hood or that district. 

The Chairman. What do you know about the location of saloons 
within 300 feet of slums or alleys ? Have you had any protests on 
that point? 

Mr. Smith. We have had protests. We have protests against 
every case. 

The Chairman. Has the board declined any Ucenses to saloons on 
account of there being within 300 feet of an alley or slum ? 

Mr. Smith. We certainly have; but I do not just recall, really. 

The Chairman. For that reason? 

Mr. Smith. Yes, sir; on account of the proximity which made it 
undesirable. I have in mind one that is on Third or Fourth Street. 

The Chairman. Do you know anything about conditions in Jack- 
son Alley ? 

Mr. Smith. At North Capitol Street ? 

The Chairb£an. Yes. 

Mr. Smith. Yes, sir; it is Jackson Street. It is 32 feet wide. 

The Chairman. There are a number of saloons within 300 feet of 
that alley, are there not ? The records will show that, however. 

Mr. Smith. Yes. They are right opposite the PubUc Printing Office ; 
yes. There are three there, and one wholesale. 

The Chairman. When protests were made with regard to the 
granting of licenses to places within 300 feet of that aUey, did you 
examine the alley ? 

Mr. Smith. Yes, sir; we were there. 

The Chairman. And you did not consider that the conditions were 
sufficiently offensive to justify a refusal of these licenses? 

Mr. Smith. We inquired about the class of business in the several 
places and found that they did not serve colored people; and as the 
colored people predominated, at least in the alley as such, we thought 
that no narm could come from that soiirce in those three places. 
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The Chairman. Did you inspect Wylie Court, out in the north- 
east? 

Mr. Smith. Thirteenth Street; yes. 

The Chairman. Do you recall the conditions in that court ? 

Mr. Smith. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. Can you briefly describe them ? 

Mr. Smith. 1 do not know about the conditions. I know there 
are houses there and people Uving in them. 

The Chairman. Do you consider that a disreputable condition ? 

Mr. Smith. I have never seen anything disreputable in it, nor has 
there been any evidence to warrant that beUef . 

The Chairman. And you consider nothing disreputable about 
Jackson Alley ? 

Mr. Smffh. That is the former place ? 

The Chairman. Yes. 

Mr. Smith. No. 

The Chairman. Nor Snow Court? 

Mr. Smith. Where is that ? 

The Chairman. You do not recall the location of Snow Court ? 

Mr. Smith. No, sir; not just now. 

The Chairman. You recall the western prohibition zone case, do 
you not ? 

Mr. Smfth. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. Was the fact brought to your attention that at 
the time this law was enacted the western fire limit was at Thirty- 
fifth Street, and between that time and the time of the application 
of two saloons for renewal of hcenses on Thirty-seventh otreet the 
limit was extended so as to include those saloons ? Was that brought 
to your attention ? 

Mr. Smith. Yes, sir. 

The Chairbian. Why did the board grant the hcenses? 

Mr. Smith. On the advice of the corporation counsel. 

The Chairman. Have you a copy of nis opinion ? 

Mr. Smith. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. On what point did vou ask his opinion, General? 

Mr. Smith. The letter of inquiir is here, as well. 

The Chairman. Can you state briefly what the point was ? 

Mr. Smith.' I would rather read it, if you will permit me, and if 
you have time. 

The CHAiRBfAN. Very well. 

Mr. Smith. It reads as follows [reading] : 

Excise Board for the District of Oolxtmbia, 

Waskington, February 5, 1914. 
Dear Mr. Stephens: Referring to the hearing held before the excise board January 
29, on tiie change in the fire limits made by the Commissioners of the District of Co- 
lumbia, will you kindly give the board your views on the question? 
The board is anxious to dispose of this question as promptly as possible. 
Respectfully, » 

Jos. C. Shbbht, Chairman. 
Mr. F. H. Stsfhbnb, 

A»$isUmt Corporation Counul, District oj Columbia. 
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gomhisaionebs of thb district of columbia, 

Office of the Corporation Counsel, 

Washington, February 9, 1914» 
The Excise Board of the District of Columbia. 

Gentlemen: In response to your request of the 5th instant for my views on the 
question argued before the board January 29, I submit herewith the following: 

The Question, as I understand it, is whether a barroom west of the westerly line of 
the fire limits as they existed on the 4th day of March, 1913, can be licensed under the 
.excise law. 

I refrain from citing the provisions of the law as the provisions requested are neces- 
sarily familiar to the members of the board. It is enough to say that the answer to 
the question depends what interpretation shall be eiven in point of time to the clause 
"the westerly fine of the fire limits as now established.'' The phrase "now estab- 
lished " is used also in the same paragraph Cpar. 2), in relation to colleges or uni- 
versities, houses of religious worship, etc., ana the meaning should of course be the 
same in both instances. 

• 1. It is a ^neral rule of statutory construction that the statute speaks from the 
time it goes into effect and not from the time of the passage of the act. (1 Lewis 
Southerland on Statutory Construction, sec. 183, Encyc, 565.) Also it has been 
held that persons are not to be governed in their actions before the statute becomes 
oi)erative. (Sammis v. Bennett, 22 L. R. A., 48.) 

If the woros, "now established" have reference to the time of the passage of the 
act then effect is gjven to the act before Uie time prescribed by Congress, at which 
time the act went into effect, i. e., July 1, 1913. In other words, by its express pro- 
visions, the act did not go into effect imtil July 1, but by giving force to the language 
used as of tiie 4th day of March, effect is given to the act as of that time, that is to say, 
the act was in effect and the act was not in effect. Either the act became effective 
on the 4th day of March, or it did not. The plain provision of the law is that it did 
not. Therefore, no effect can be given to the language until the time it went into 
effect. 

««««««« 

Respectfully, 

F. H. Stephens, 
Astistant Corporation Counsel, 

The Chairman. Why did you not consult the corporation counsel 
instead^ of the assistant. General? 

Mr. Smith. The letter of inquiry was sent to his ofl&ce. 

The CHAiBBfAN. But you addressed your letter of inquiry to the 
assistant corporation counsel? 

Mr. Smith. He is the man who represented the corporation coun- 
sel's office at the hearings held on this subject, and, believing that he 
was in touch the closest, he was the one addressed. 

The Chairman. Have you revoked any licenses since the begin- 
ning of this license year ? 

MI. Smith. No, sir. The revocation of Ucenses rests on the excise 
board only after police court conviction has been had. After one 
conviction we may revoke a hcense. On two convictions we must 
revoke a license. 

The Chaibman. Did you bring the papers that were asked for ? 

Mr. Smith. All the papers are here, I believe, and everything in 
connection with the several cases mentioned in my subpoena or sum- 
mons. 

The Chairman. Is there atiything else that occurs to you? If so, 
we would be glad to have you give it. If there is anytmng else you 
wish to say we should be very glad to hear it. 

Mr. Smith. There are so many things that I would like to say 

The Chairman. If you wish to take a recess now, you may do so, 
and you can come on later this afternoon or in the morning; or if you 
wish, we may go ahead now. I do not think we have any more ques- 
tions to ask you at this time. 
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Mr. Smith. There is evidence, according to the daily papers, that 
seems to the board to be eminently unfair. We are charged with 
being culprits, evidently, and not permitted to face our accusers. 

The Chairman. You will be permitted to face them — all the wit- 
nesses that testified. 

Mr. Smith. We had not been invited to be present, and fearing 
that was the desire, we did not want to intrude, so that we were not 
here imtil you sent for us. 

The Chairman. You are invited to be present, and you will be 
furnished with a written transcript of all the testimony and be given 
every opportunity to answer. 

Mr. Smith. Thank you. That is all we want. We wanted to 
show that the performance of our duty has been done as fearlessly 
as duty ever was performed, without the dictate of any outside influ- 
ence whatever. We were only trying to get at this law and put it 
into force and effect honestly and perfectly. You can not please all 
sides, you know. 

The Chairman. You said that evidence has been given here that 
was unfair. You will be given every opportunity to answer that. 
If you would rather take the printed record of the evidence and read 
it all, so as to be sure that you get it, and answer it, you may do that, 
or you may proceed to answer it now, just as you please. 

Mr. Smith. Senator, as this accusation, or tnese accusations, 
amount to so much in the life of myself, or what remains, as well as 
that of my colleagues, I desire to be-set straight and right, and that 
I must have. My whole career through my life has been an inde- 
pendent, honest effort. I would hke to have an extract from the 
evidence and have time to prepare an answer. 

(The witness was thereupon excused.) 

TESTIMOITT OF MB. JOHIT J. MADDEIT. 

(The witness was sworn by the chairman.) 

The Chairman. State your full name. 

Mr. Madden. John J. Madden. 

The Chairman. Are you a resident of the District of Columbia? 

Mr. Madden. I am, sir. 

The Chairman. How long have you been such ? 

Mr. Madden. Since 1902, I think. 

The Chairman. Where did you come from to this District? 

Mr. Madden. I came from rhiladelphia here. 

The Chairman. Are you operating a saloon? 

Mr. Madden. I am, sir. 

The Chairman. At what place? 

Mr. Madden. 401 Four-and-a-half Street. 

The Chairman. When were you granted a license ? 

Mr. Madden. It was the 14th of August. I bought the Ucense. 
I bought where I am now. I surrendered my old license and bought 
this one. 

The Chairman. Did you make an effort to get a Ucense when you 
were represented by Mr. Sargeant ? 

Mr. Madden. Sargeant never represented me at the board at all. 
I made an effort to get a Ucense up on Fourteenth Street, 2006; a 
man by the name of Stubblefield owned the property, and Sargeant 
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was interested in it, and Stubblefield was to pay Sargeant, I think, 
$750 if I was succe^ul in gettii^ the Ucense. 1 had a hearing, and 
the board rejected the license, siaxgeant came to me again and told 
me there was a place out on First Street NE., near New x ork Avenue, 
and he took me out there and showed it to me and said that he had 
this piece of property for sale. I told him the place did not look to 
me to be 50 per cent business there, and I told him I would not bother 
with it. So Stubblefield persuaded me to make application for that 
place, and I had a hearing before the board, and tne board went out 
and found that there was not 50 per cent business, and I told Sargeant, 
I said, ''L6ok here, I told you tnere is not 50 per cent business there." 
I put up some money with Sargeant, and half the money that I de- 
posited with him 

The Chairman. For what purpose did you put up the money ? 

Mr. Madden. In good faith, to bind the property, with the ex- 
pectation that I womd get a hcense, you imderstand. 

The Chairman. Did you pay anything to anybody to represent 
you before the board at that time ? 

Mr. Madden. Alec Bell represented me before the board. 

The Chairman. At that time ? 

Mr. Madden. In the two cases. There was another case up on 
B Street between Tenth and Eleventh. Sargeant got that place for 
me. There was a protest around there, and I did not expect to get 
the license because I did not know — the commission merchants 
around there protested, and I lost out there. So I made up my 
mind to buy a place and surrender my old license. I went down and 
bought Hogan out on Four-and-a-half and Virginia Avenue, surren- 
dered my bcense to the board and put up a new building there and 
fixed it up and got a license. 

The Chairman. That was the fourth attempt? 

Mr. Madden. Yes, sir; it was not any transfer at all. It was 
bought. I surrendered my old license. 

The Chairman. Who represented you at that last hearing? 

Mr. Madden. Alexander H. Bell and Joseph C. Sheehy. 

The Chairman. What did you pay them ? 

Mr. Madden. I paid Sheeny $1,100, and I paid Alexander Bell 
$200. 

The Chairman. Why did you employ Mr. Sheehy? Were you 
not satisfied with Mr. Sell ? 

Mr. Madden. I wanted to see Sheehy — I knew he would take the 
case. I wanted to see him. He said he would not take the case 
without Alexander BL Bdl going in with him; he would not put 
Mr. Bell out of the position, because he was my attorney all the time. 

The Chairman. Were you influenced by the fact that Mr. Sheehy 
had formerly been a member of the board? 

Mr. Madden. No^ I was not; not at all. 

The Chairman. Had you known Mr. Sheehy before ? 

Mr. Madden. I had; yes, sir. 

The Chairman. You knew he had been a member of the board ? 

Mr. Madden. Sure. 

The Chairman. Did Mr. Sargeant ask you why you did not let him 
represent you that last time ? 

Mr. Madden. No; he never represented me at the board at all. 
Sa^eant told a story there vesterday; he never represented me 

The Chairman. What is Sargeant ? Is he a lawyer ? 
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Mr. Madden. I do not know. He is some kind of a real estate man 
and dabbles aroimd in real estate. 

The Chairman. Did you tell him that it took money to get through 
a thing of this kind ? 

Mt.IJadden. Not at all; no, indeed. I did not tell him anything 
of that kind. No, indeed. Why should I have done that ? 

The Chairman. It evidently did take $1,300. 

Mr. Madden. That was Mr. Sheehy's price, and I paid it to him. 
I wanted to get the business. That was between me and Mr. Sheehy. 
Mr. Bell charged me $200. 

The Chairman. What had Bell charged you before ? 

Mr. Madden. $100 before, on the three cases that I lost out on. 

The Chairman. When was it that you got that license ? 

Mr. Madden. It was in August. 

The Chairman. I mean, through Bell and Sheehy ? 

Mr. Madden. It was in the month of June, I thiiik. 

The Chairman. Of 1914? 

Mr. Madden. Yes, sir. 

The Chairb£an. And your license was renewed on November 1 1 

Mr. Madden. Yes, sir; and I surrendered my pld license when]JI 
got the other. 

(The witness was thereupon excused.) 

TESTIHONT OF MB. JOHN E. CATTS. 

(The witness was sworn by the chairman.) 

The Chairman. Your name is John E. Catts ? 

Mr. Catts. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. What is your position ? 

Mr. Catts. I am acting lieutenant, Metropolitan police. I have 
been detailed since the 22d of last August in regard to enforcing 
the Kenvon law. 

The C&AiRMAN. Are you a member of what is known as the vice 
squad ? 

Mr. Catts. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. Have you had occasion to examine conditions in 
any of these hotels where bars are conducted ? 

Mr. Catts. Well, as far as the bar itself is concerned, that is out 
of our line of work. The only bars which we are concerned with are 
where women of questionable character gather, summer gardens, 
and so on. We made it our business to go aroimd those ^aces in 
order to see who were around there, and so on. 

The Chairman. What were those places ? 

Mr. Catts. Gardiner's, the Grand Hotel, Fifteenth and Pennsyl- 
vania avenue. 

The Chairman. They are known to the vice squad as places wwe 
women of questionable character resort? 

Mr. Catts. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. Is that still known as that sort of a place ? 

Mr. Catts. He closed his summer garden on, I think, the 16th of 
this month. I had a warrant for Mr. Fred for selling liquor to minors, 
two young girls, and I served that warrant on January 15, on Friday. 

The Chairman. A warrant for serving Uquor to minors ? 

Mr. Catts. Yes, sir. On the foUowmg Saturday he closed the 
summer garden. His hotel and bar have always been, as far as I 
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could observe, conducted in a very good manner; but the summer 
garden was just the opposite. It was a very bad place, which I 
testified to before the excise board in the heanng. 

The Chairman. As a matter of fact, when liquors are served in 
that summer garden, do they not come from the bar ? 

Mr. Catts. Oh, yes. They have waiters that run backward and 
forward to and from the bar. 

The Chairman. It was practically a bar? 

Mr. Catts. Yes, sir. Of course, the bar itself is located on Penn- 
sylvania Avejiue, just next door to Poli's Theater. This summer 
garden is in a basement right back under the hotel. 

The Chairman. You testified that Mr. Gardiner had been engaged 
in a business of that character? 

Mr. Catts. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. What other place is known as a place of that kind, 
Lieutenant ? 

Mr. Catts. There were two cases before the excise board. One is 
the Tremont Hotel. 

The Chairman. What did you testify as to that ? 

Mr. Catts. We — ^when I say "we" I mean myself and the man 
that works with me, Mr. Howes — took several unmarried parties 
out of there. On one occasion I think we took two couples, two 
men and two women, and on anoth^ occasion I think it was five 
couples we took out, all charged with fornication. 

The Chairman. About what time was that ? What was the date 
of the visit? 

Mr. Catts. On August 27 we took out two couples, two men and 
two women, and on September 6 it was three couples we took out. 
We took out three couples. When I went on this work I got infor- 
mation that that kind of business was goiiig on there, with unmarried 
couples occupying rooms, and so on, and in making an investigation 
I arrested these people. 

The Chairman. Did you testify to all this before the excise board ? 

Mr. Catts. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. In connection with the hearing on the question of 
granting them a license ? 

Mr. C^TTS. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. What do you know about the Philadelphia House ? 

Mr. Catts. Well, I know that it is frequented by colored women of 
questionable character, some of them that I know to be prostitutes; 
a large number of them. It is frequented by a large number of 
women of questionable character prostitutes. 

The Chairman. Have you ever testified to that fact before the 
excise board ? 

Mr. Catts. No; I was not summoned on that case at all. 

The C^iRMAN. They never asked you about that? 

Mr. Catts. No, sir. 

The Chairman. Have you any other places listed as places of that 
character? 

Mr. Catts. The Marks Hotel. 

The Chairman. Tell us about that. 

Mr. Catts. Tenth and E Streets. Right now it is bfeing frequented 
by the same kind of people. 

The Chairman. That is now being frequented by them? 
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Mr. Catts. Yes, sir. Unless we find these people violating some 
specific provision of the law we can not take any action. Tney go 
there and drink, and congregate there. It is a meeting place for 
women of questionable character. They meet men there and take 
them out, and so on. 

The Chairman. How long has it been such a place? 

Mr. Catts. He opened a summer garden about the time— just 
before his license was granted, I think, when he first made applica- 
tion, and the captain of the precinct reported on his license and he 
was not, as near as I can remember, conducting this summer 
garden 

The Chairman. Was his place a (][uestionable place ? 

Mr. Catts. Yes, sir; but I was gomg to say, before the license was 
granted, while it was pending, I c^ed the captain^s attention to this 
fact and he made a supplementary report to the excise board that 
they had opened up a summer garden, and so on; but I did not hear 
anything more from it. 

The (Slaerman. You were not asked to testify regarding it ? 

Mr. Catts. No, sir. 

The Chairman. What other place. Lieutenant, did you have on 
your list ? 

Mr. Catts. W*e wiQ take those three. They are about the worst 
in the city — as bad as they could possibly be. The Grand, before they 
closed the summer garden, was very bad. It is a very quiet place 
now, because without that summer garden they do very httie busmess. 

The Chairman. There is no reason why they should not reopen 
that summer garden again when summer comes, is there ? 

Mr. Catts. As I understand, Gardiner closed his summer garden 
on the advice of his attorney. His case is pending and wiQ be tried 
in a few days. 

The Chairman. Cases are now pending against him for selling to 
minors? 

Mr. Catts. Yes, sir; two cases. 

The Chairman. Do you know anything about the Joseph Schladt 
place, at 1238 Wisconsm Avenue? 

Mr. Catts. No, sir; I do not know. I know where it is, but we 
have had to confine ourselves to the down-town section, and we foimd 
lots to do. That is over in Georgetown, and we have not gotten 
over there yet. 

The Chairman. Do you know anything about conditions in any 
of those alleys ? Do you know anything about conditions in Jackson 
Alley? 

Im. Catts. No; I know it is occupied by colored people, and so 
on, but I do not know anything that is particularly wrong there. 

The Chairman. Or Snow Court. 

Mr. Catts. All those are about the same thing. As I said, my 
specialty is looking after the Kenyon law. I do not know anything 
of that kind in those places. 

The Chairman. Have you found anything of that kind in connec- 
tion with any of the saloons that are oeing conducted as such ? 

Mr. Catts. Only these that I stated. 

The Chairman. You do know that those three places you have 
mentioned are notorious places and have been for a long tune? 
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Mr. Catts. No, indeed. Marks's Hotel at Tenth and E opened 
their summer garden along about last October, and since that time 
it has been running. I entered those places one ni^ht with Mr. Shoe- 
maker — the Marks, the Grand, and the Philadelpma House — and on 
those occasions we found conditions very bad; but we visit them, as 
far as that is concerned, ourselves, sometimes every night 

The Chairman. And the Grand Hotel has had that reputation 
for a long while ? 

Mr. Catts. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. For how long? 

Mr. Catts. They lost their license at one time on account of selling 
to minors. 

The Chairman. For a year or two ? 

Mr. Catts. At least that. 

The Chairman. What is the other place ? 

Mr. Catts. The Philadelphia House. 

(The witness was thereupon exctlsed.) 

TESTIHOKT OF MB. HASOK L. HOWES. 

(The witness was sworn by the chairman.) 

The Chairman. What is your full name ? 

Mr. Howes. Mason L. Howes. 

The Chairman. What is your position ? Are you a detective ? 

Mr. Howes. Yes, sir; detailed with Lieut. Catts. 

The Chairman. You are on the Washington poUce force? 

Mr. Howes. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. What do you know about conditions at the Grand 
Hotel? 

Mr. Howes. The Grand Hotel is one of the worst places in 
Washington. 

The QsAiRMAN. How long has it had that character, Mr. Howes, to 
your knowledge ? 

Mr. Howes. For several years. In the year 1912 conditions were 
very bad, and Mr. Simpson, a member of the first precinct, and myself 
went there on one occasion and found a young girl there, 18 years old. 
Mr. Gardiner was chained with selling to minors. His license was 
revoked. He had no license from that time up imtil just before the 
last inauguration. He had organized a hotel company, and got a 
license at that time. After that for about perhaps eight or nine 
months or a year, he did not conduct this garden and dance hall. For 
the past year or more he has had this summer garden, which is inclosed 
in the wintertime in glass. There is a dance hall there and music, and 
a lot of prostitutes and women of questionable character go there to 
meet men. 

The Chairman. Do they use the rooms there in the hotel for their 
purposes ? 

Mr. Howes. No, sir; I have no knowledge of their ever using any 
rooms there. They usually go elsewhere. 

The Chairman. It is rather a place of meeting, where they make 
their arrangements and go to other places ? 

Mr. Howes. And then go elsewhere; yes, sir. 

The Chairman. Did you testify to that situation before the excise 
board? 
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Mr. Howes. No, sir. I was ordered to go there on this date, but it 
happened that I had a summons in the criminal com*t on the same 
date. 

The Chairman. I believe Lieut. Catts said he testified to it. 

Mr. Howes. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. What do you know about the Philadelphia House? 

Mr. Howes. I never was in the Philadelphia House but once or 
twice. Conditions were very bad on that occasion. 

The Chairman. When was that? 

Mr. Howes. About the first of the year, some time. 

The Chairman. Who is the proprietor of the Philadelphia House? 

Mr. Howes. A man by the name of Edelin. 

The Chairman. Is he a colored man or a white man? 

Mr. Howes. A colored man. 

The Chairman. What did you see there that was bad ? 

Mr. Howes. I saw a lot of colored prostitutes, women of that char- 
acter, singing and dancing, and a lot of noise — a very bad place. In 
our work we find that quite a number of ttese people we have ar- 
rested met in those places and went away from there. 

The Chairman. People that you have arrested often go to other 
parts of the city ? 

Mr. Howes. They have told us that they came from there. 

The Chairman. From the Philadelphia House? 

Mr. Howes. Yes, sir. In other instances we have followed them 
awav from there. 

The Chairman. What do you know about the Marks place ? 

Mr. Howes. That is just about the same class as Gardiner's; per- 
haps a little worse at the present time. 

The Chairman. How long has it borne that character ? 

Mr. Howes. Since last October. He opened that place before a 
license was granted. He started this garden, but the conduct of the 
place did not develop so bad until after the license was granted. 

The Chairman. What takes place there? 

Mr. Howes. Prostitutes and women of that character go there 
every night and meet men there. 

The (&AIRMAN. What other places do you know of that are of a 
questionable character, where there are saloons ? 

Mr. Howes. I can not say that any of them are very bad at the 
present time. We both testified about the Tremont House before 
the excise board. We took five couples out of this hotel on two 
different occasions. 

The' Chairman. Did you testify as to that before the excise board ? 

Mr. Howes. We did; yes, sir. 

The Chairman. When did you take these couples out? 

Mr. Howes. On August 27 and September 5. Other tban its bein^ 
used for that kind of a place, the bar itself appeared to be conductea 
properly. I also testified against the Park Hotel, at Eleventh and 
New York Avenue. 

The Chairman. What about that? 

Mr. Howes. It was a place of the character of the Grand Hotel and 
Marks's, only not quite so bad. 

The Chairman. Who is the proprietor of that place? 
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Mr. Howes. At that time Frank Endres was proprietor. I under- 
stand since it has been transferred to his brother. 

The Chairman. Where is the Park Hotel? 

Mr. Howes. At Eleventh and New York Avenue. 

The Chairman. Do you know how many rooms it has ? 

Mr. Howes. I think it has about 30. 

The Chairman. You say you testified against that place before 
the excise board ? 

Mr. Howes. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. What did you testify about it there ? 

Mr. Howes. Just as to the character of the place; about the women 
that frequented the place. It was a place where they had a dance 
hall and music, and a great many immoral women visited the place 
of evenings. 

(The witness was thereupon excused.) 

The Chairman. I would like to ask Gen. Smith one more question. 
Mr. Smith, have any Senators and Representatives interested them- 
selves in obtaining hcenses for any saloon people here in Washington ? 

Mr. Smith. There have been. 

The Chairman. Who were they ? 

Mr. Smith. I do not recall them by name. I am not very well 
known to the Members of either House of Congress. 

The Chairman. How do you know they were Senators or Rep- 
resentatives ? 

Mr. Smith. It came on paper. 

The Chairman. There were letters from them, were there ? 

Mr. Smith. Letters and verbal communications. 

The Chairman. You do not recall the names ? 

Mr. Smith. No. 

The Chairman. Are those letters a part of your records in con- 
nection with the cases ? 

Mr. Smith. No, sir. 

The Chairman. Have you preserved those letters? 

Mr. Smith. I do not thmk I did. 

The Chairman. Will you see if you have them and let us have 
them? 

Mr. Smith. I will. I wiU look in my desk, with pleasure. 

TESTIHOKY OF HB. JOHH E. CATTS (Besnmed). 

The Chairman. Lieut. Catts, do you recall any other place of 
questionable character? 

Mr. Catts. The Park Hotel, on New York Avenue. 

The Chairman. Tell us about that. 

Ikfa". Catts. That place is now being frequented. While they do 
not have music, as they used to have, it is frequented by about the 
same class of people; not auite as bad as those I mentioned, but 
still there is qmte a few of mem go there. 

The Chairman. That is, to the rark Hotel? 

Mr. Catts. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. How long has it been a place of that character ? 

Mr. Catts. Several years. 

The Chairman. Did you testify to that fact? 

84613*— S. Doc. 981, 63-3 13 
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Mr. Catts. No, sir; I was not subpoenaed in that case. 
The Chairman. Mr. Howes stated that he testified ? 
Mr. Catts. Yes, sir. 
(The witness was thereupon excused.) 

TESTIMOKT OF DR. JOHK T. COLE. 

(The witness was sworn by the chairman.) 

The Chairman. What is your residence ? 

Dr. Cole. 820 H Street NE. 

The Chairman. How long have you been a citizen of the District 
of Columbia ? 

Dr. Cole. Since 1892. I was appointed physician to the poor in 
the community in which I live now, and I have served in that capacity 
ever since. 

The Chairman. What is the State of your nativity? 

Dr. Cole. Virginia. 

The Chairman. Did you come here from Virginia ? 

Dr. Cole. From Alexandria. 

The Chairman. Is there a saloon now located near to you ? 

Dr. Cole. Right next door to me, sir. 

The Chairman. What saloon is that? 

Dr. Cole. It is owned by Timothy Hanlon. 

The C^iRMAN. When was it established there. Doctor? 

Dr. Cole. Just about a year ago to-day,. I think. It was opened 
up and a hcense was granted in November, 1913. 

The Chairman. The license was granted by this present excise 
board ? 

Dr. Cole. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. And renewed last November? 

Dr. Cole. Yes, sir. It was a case of transfer from what was sup- 
posed to be the slimis. Wylie Court has been mentioned in the pro- 
ceedings here. They came from Wvlie Court there into a respectable 
community, a respectable section oi the city in the northeast section. 

The Chairman. Proceed, Doctor, and tell us what protest was filed 
against that transfer, and why. 

Dr. Cole. Well, it was in close proximity to $600,000 of property 
interests in the immediate block on either side of the street. Nmety 
per cent of the property owners protested, especially on the square 
m which the saloon was located. Opposite, on the opposite comer, 
there was a Jewish synagogue. I suppose it had about 50 or 60 
members. 

The Chairman. You mean just across the street from the saloon? 

Dr. Cole. Directly opposite. 

The CHAIRMAN. About what distance ? 

Dr. Cole. Just the width of the street. I can not tell you the 
exact distance. Anyhow, it is certainly within 300 feet. The syna- 
gogue people protested. They even took their charter down of their 
utfle cnurch, and it was thrown out, just like it was a piece of chafif. 
I was in hopes that Judge Strasburger would have been subpoenaed 
here this morning to bear me out in some of my statements. He is 
the son-in-law of the owner of this house in which this little syna- 
gogue was, and they were n^otiating for the property in order to 
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build a church, and they learned that the saloon was coming oppo- 
site them and that a hcense had been granted, and that blocKed the 
deal. Since then they have boi^ht a building at the corner of Eighth 
and I Streets, two blocks from t£e location wnere they were formerly 
located. 

The Chairman. Was that fact laid before the board ? 

Dr. Cole. Certainly. They had the charter granted by the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. 

The CHAiRBiAN. They wanted to buy this house exclusively for 
religious purposes ? 

Dr. Cole. That is what they wanted to buy it for, for use exclu- 
sively for religious purposes. There was a mission, which I did not at 
the time place very much weight upon, because it grew up there spas- 
modically, during the pendency oi this man^s appUcation. It con- 
tinued up imtil a few weeks ago, and that was stopped by some 
influence from the hquor people or the poUce department. You can 
not get any protection out there from the police station in that 
section, I am very sorry to state, particularly as pertaining to saloons. 
They talked up this saloon in the hearing as though it was the buffet 
of the MetropoUtan dub or the Waldor^Astoria. It could not have 
been praised any higher by either the lieutenant or the captain of that 
precinct. 

The Chairman. Is your office in your residence ? 

Dr. Cole. It is. I have been located there for 17 years, right in 
that house. 

The Chairman. And the saloon is next door? 

Dr. Cole. The saloon is next door. 

The Chairman. How many other residents in that same block are 
there? 

Dr. Cole. There are three private residences there now, but there 
are stores in the block. Most of those stores are owned by Mrs. 
Hughes, who owns the corner residence, or practically next to the 
comer, and they are tenanted by people and have been for years, on 
both sides of the street. AU of those houses are tenanted by people. 

The Chairman. You mean for residence purposes as well as busi- 
ness purposes ? 

Dr. Cole. Yes, sir; I have had patients in that block 20 years, right 
along, on both sides of the street. 

The Chairman. As a matter of fact, then, it is as much of a resi- 
dence section as it is a business section? 

Dr. Cole. Just as much of a residence block and street as it is a 
business block. 

The Chairman. Is it more so ? Would you say it was more so ? 

Dr. Cole. No; I suppose on my side of the street there are about 
six or seven stores. On the opposite side there are all stores, but 
they are occupied above by tenants. 

Tme Chairman. Are all those stores occupied above by tenants ? 

Dr. Cole. Yes, with the exception of one over a hardware store. 
That is the only one in the blocK not occupied. 

The Chairman. How about the streets on the side of that block ? 

Dr. Cole. Entirely residential, north and south; entirely residen- 
tial. The only business houses are on H Street. 

The Chairman. You say 90 per cent of that block protested against 
this saloon? 
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Dr. Cole. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. As well as the people across the street who wanted 
to establish a synagogue ? 

Dr. Cole. Yes, su*. You have the records right there, and a copy 
of my papers filed with the excise board. I went over them thor- 
oughly with Gen. Smith at the time of the hearing. At his own 
request I sat at the table there, and he asked me to cite those houses. 

The Chairman. And the people on all the other three comers 
opposite the salooh made protests ? 

Dr. Cole. Yes, sir Mackall Bros., the druggist, who has been there 
foryears 

'rtie Chairman. What reply did Gen. Smith make to representa- 
tives on that question ? * 

Dr. Cole. They did not say anything; they simply reserved their 
decision, and then it came out two or three weeks later. 

The Chairman. How has that saloon affected your business ? 

Dr. Cole. It has affected it quite materially. I have noticed a 
falling off in my lady patients. 

The Chairman, i our lady patients ? 

Dr. Cole. Yes, sir. Of course, there are a number of them that 
would come no matter where I wa^ located; but there are patients 
that it is objectionable to, especially during the summer season. 

The Chairman. How has it affected the peace of your family? 

Dr. Cole. They are disturbed at night, i ou can hear the boister- 
ous conversation in the saloon right under my bed chamber, and it is 
very obnoxious. 

The Chairman. Have you any further statement ? 
. Dr. Cole. I would like to go further. 

The QaLA^iRMAN. Go ahead and give us all you know in regard to it. 

Dr. Cole. On the night of the 21st of October I attended a joint 
meeting of the anthropological society and the medical society at 
the Puolic Library, and I walked down Ninth Street with a fnend 
of mine. Dr. Johnston Elliott. I was in hopes to have had him here 
to-day. I met the attorney who represented Mr. Hanlon in his appli- 
cation for a license in November, and I stopped him. We recog- 
nized each other on the street, and he said, "Well, we are going to 
get that license; you might as well get ready to move out. The 
saloon wiQ move you away anyhow.'' I said, "I wiQ not do it." He 
says, ''Come down to see us on the 1st of November, and we will buy 
your property." 

The Chairman. Who was that ? 

Dr. Cole. That was the attorney, Mr. Keane — ^Michael J. Keane. 
He says, "We are going to get the Ucense." This was four or five 
days after the hearing. He said, "You might as well sell your prop- 
erty; we are going to get it — we are going to get a license, and you 
will get tired of making complaints before another year rolls around." 
I said, "I do not think I will get tired." 

The Chairman. This Michael J. Keane was one of the lawyers who 
represented Mr. Hanlon ? 

Dr. Cole. One of the lawyers who represented Mr. Hanlon in the 
hearing last November. 

The Chairman. Is Mr. Hanlon the owner of the saloon ? 

Dt. Cole. Yes, sir. He said, "It cost us $12,000 for that man to 
get in there." 
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The Chaibman. This lawyer told you it cost $12,000 for Hanlon to 
get in there ? 

Dr. Cole. Yes, sir. I said, ''What do you mean by that? It cer- 
tainlj could not have cost over a thousand dollars. In fact, I have 
had it variously estimated, and it would not amount to $1,600.'' He 
said. "I mean, attorneys' fees and other things." 

The Chairman. Attorneys' fees and other things ? 

Mr. Smith. Did that amount include the stock, fixtures, good will, 
and the property — the real estate ? 

Dr. Cole. He said it cost him that much money to get into the 
place. 

Mr. Smith. It would make a difference whether he owned the 
propertv or not. 

Dr. CioLE. No; he rents the property. I am getting a little bit 
ahead of my story. 

The Chairman. Go ahead in your own way. 

Dr. Cole. In April, 1914, after several unsuccessful attempts to 
interview Mr. Sheehy relative to the conditions next door to me — a 
license had been granted since, in fact. This was in April, which is a 
few days before he resigned. I was never able to have ian interview 
with MT. Sheehy. He was always closeted, and I could not see him. 

The Chairman. That is, while he was chairman of the board ? 

Dr. Cole. While he was chairman of the board. I could not get 
him at his house or at his private office. Finally, one Friday evening, 
I did locate him. His phone was not in order. I beUeve the wire 
had been cUpped for a tmie, for 10 days, at his house. He came to 
the phone and I told him who I was and that I had been trying to 
have an interview with him. He says, '*What about?" 1 said, 
'* Relative to the conditions next door." He said, '* You come down 
to my office to-morrow morning at 10 o'clock and I wiQ give it to you 
right in the teeth." This coining from the chairman of the excise 
board! I said, '*What is that vou said, sir?" He said, '^You know 
damn well wnat I said," and he repeated it. I said, '^1 am going to 
give you all the troubles I can. IwiQ not come to see you." So I 
immediately came up to the Capitol and saw several gentlemen whom 
I had the honor of being acquamted with and have £iown for a good 
many years. Among them was Senator Jones, to whom I had been 
introduced by a Representative. I related my story to him. That 
was on a Saturday morning that I interviewed Senator Jones, and the 
following Tuesday Sheehy^s resignation went in. Since then he has 
been appearing before the excise board as an attorney, as we all know. 
I have talked with Gen. Smith and talked with Mr. Baker personally 
and made a personal appeal. I had a friend, a Representative, write 
a letter in my behalf. You have them on ffle there in my papers. 
It was a very strong appeal. No attention whatever was paid to it. 
It did not get the sughtest consideration. 

The Chairman. Doctor, had any saloons been operating in that 
ne^hborhood before that time ? 

Dr. Cole. There had been a saloon on the comer of Eighth and H. 
This is at Ninth and H. 

The Chairman. But in that block ? 

Dr. Cole. No; that was simply transferred from the slums into a 
respectable community. You have the data right there, just as they 
have it on file at the excise board — everything. 
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The Chairman. You gave me a statement of the amioyances that 
the saloon has caused you ? 

Dr. Cole. Yes. My son wrote that. It is a little superfluous, 
probably, but at the same time it hits the spot. 

The Chairman. I think it would be a good idea to make it a part 
of the record right here. 

(The letter referred to is here printed in full, as follows.) 

Washington, D. C, August Sly 19U, 
Honorable Excise Board of the District op Columbia. 

Gentlemen : I desire to file protest against the renewal of a barroom license in the 
name of Tim Hanlon or other person or persons, at 822 H Street NE., adjoining my 
oflBce and residence. 

It is needless to say that I have been located here for 20 years and the saloon ad- 
joining is very objectionable and a nuisance, being frequently awakened between 
12 and 1 o^clock a. m. by the loud and boisterous talking of the patrons in the said 
saloon. I further say that it Is decidedly unnecessary in the block, that we have 
quite a number of saloons both east and west of us. Also the houses in this square 
are tenanted by respectable people, the census of which I will be prepared to give 
at the time of the hearing in this case which I hope you will give me ample notice 
that I may present my case stronger. 
Very respectfully, 

Jno. T. Cole. 



Protest Against Barroom I^icense. 

Honorable Excise Board op the District op Columbia. 

Gentlemen: We, the undersigned owners of real estate and residents keeping 
house in the neighborhood, respectfully state that the barroom license at No. 822 H 
Street NE. is not necessary and is objectionable; and we petition against the grant- 
ing of any license to sell intoxicating liquors at tliat place for the license year begin- 
ning November 1, 1914, to Timothy Hanlon or to any other person or persons whatever. 

resident housekeepers. 

Jno. T. Cole, M. D., 820 H Street NE. 

W. E. Bradley, D. D. S., 810 H Street NE. 

Clara I. Hughes, 800, 802, 804, 806, 808 H Street NE. 

J. M. Harr, 901-903-905 H Street and 729 Ninth Street NE. 

Flora A. Loyd, 816 H Street NE. 

Jennie Cathcart Green, 821 H Street NE. and 728 Ninth Street NE. 

I^irs. E. M. Nelson, 802 Ninth Street NE. 

Mackall Bros., 82.3 H Street NE. 

J. C. Yost, 715 Ninth Street NE. 

-C. Parkinson, 808 Ninth Street NE. 

Mrs. B. A. Bowman, 815 H Street NE. 

The above petitioners are strictly property owners in this square. 

1. In sitting in my parlor when the windows are opened, the odors from the saloon 
«re enough to make one sick at the stomach, especially those who have not been used 
to these smells. 

2. My son called an officer to make an investigation as to the noisy and boisterous 
talking that was going on in Mr. Hanlon 's saloon, the noise being very much like that 
of two men about to engage in a fight. I claim that my son was insulted by Mr. 
Hanlon, when he told him that he would swear to anything. 

3. About 12 o'clock one night the latter part of last summer, I and part of my family 
were awakened by three or four young colored men who were standing in front of 
my house loudly talking, cursing, and probably gambling. The noise kept up for a 
very long while when at last I Imd to get out of my bed to request them to leave the 
front of my house. 

4. One of the most annoying things that is going on at present in the saloon, is that of 
thundering noises that jar my house and sound just as if the wall is about to come 
through. We are often awakened by these noises which actually jar our beds, and 
if we be reading or writing we often become startled and frightened. Patients coming 
into my office ask what these noises are and want to know if there is any danger in 
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the wall coming thiough. These questions are not verv pleasant for a physician 
to answer. The only way we can account for these thunaenng noises is that it must 
Jbe the kegs of beer, etc., that they are putting in or taking away. It happens any- 
where frcHn the time the saloon opens to the time it closes at night. 

5. There ia a single or party, wall that divides my house from the saloon and often 
we can hear the loud talking, etc., through this single wall. 

6. About a week or so ago an officer was called to my house to stop a man from 
unloading his boxes of beer bottles in my tree box, directly in front of my house. 

7. It is a common occurrence that when I drive up to my house in my machine 
that I have to stop a considerable distance down the block in order to get to my office. 
This is caused by the numerous wagons and machines of the patrons, etc., of the said 
saloon. I was never troubled like this before until the barroom was stationed next 
door to me. 

8. The records of the ninth precinct will show that I have made numerous com- 
plaints in r^ard to this saloon. 

The Chairman. Do you know anything about Wylie Court ? 

Dr. Cole. Yes, sir; 1 know all about it. That was in my bailiwick 
when I was a physician, 20 years ago. 

The Chairman. What is its character? 

Dr. Cole. It is inhabited by a very low class of colored people. It 
is a court that causes the ninth precinct a good deal of trouble — that 
is, if they want to make it so. 

(The witness was thereupon excused.) 

The Chairman. Gen. Smith, would you tell us what your title as 
" general " means ? Is it merely an honorary title or did you serve in 
the war? 

Mr. Smith. I had the honor to o^anize and to command as colonel 
the Fourth New Jersey Volunteer Infantry, in the war with Spain; I 
served, too, in the Fourth Infantry, National Guard of New Jersey, for 
28 years, 8 of which as its colonel, and on my resignation in 1905 
the Legislature of New Jersey passed a special act brevetting me 
brigadier general. 

The Chairman. Were you a general in the Civil^ War ? 

Mr. Smith. Oh, no, indeed. 

The Chairman. Did you serve in the Civil War? 

Mr. Smith. I did not; I was not in this coimtry. 

(At 1.20 o'clock p. m., the committee took a recess until 3.30 o'clock 
p. m.) 

AFTERNOON SESSION. 

The special committee reassembled, pursuant to the taking of the 
recess, at 3.30 o'clock p. m. 

Present: Senators Sneppard (chairman), Thompson, Jones, and 
Dillingham. 

The Chairman. The committee will come to order. Mr. Bride, will 
you take the stand ? 

TESTIMONT OF MB. COTTEB T. BBIDE. 

(The witness was sworn by the chairman.) 

The Chairman. What is your full name ? 

Mr. Bride. Cotter T. Bride. 

The Chairman. What is your address here in the District? 

Mr. Bride. 131 B Street SE. 

The Chairman. That is your residence ? 

Mr. Bride. Yes. 

The Chairman. Have you a business office anywhere ? 

Mr. Bride. No, sir. 

The Chairman. State your official position, Mr. Bride. ^^ ^ 
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H Mr. Bbide. Commissioner, excise board — one of the commissioners. 
aft The Chairman. Did you accompany the other commissioners and 
Mr. Shoemaker on a trip at nighttime mvestigating the saloons in the 
District? 

Mr. Bride. Yes. 

The Chairman. You called for Mr. Shoemaker in your automobile) 

Mr. Bride. I did, sir. 

The Chairman. Did you have any conversation with him regard- 
ing the other two commissioners ? 

Itfr. Bride. No. 

The Chairman. Did you have any conversation with him regard- 
ing collections by anybody ? 

Mr. Bride. No, sir. 

The Chairman. Did you see the statement, made here in the hear- 
ing, that y6u said to Mr. Shoemaker that W. F. Columbus and young 
Baker were making collections ? 

Mr. Bride. No, sir; that is entirely imtrue. 

The Chairman. Did you see that statement? 

Mr. Bride. I saw the statement. I think that must be a mistake. 

The Chairman. You made no such statement? 

Mr. Bride. Somebody else must probably have told him, to the 
best of my knowledge. 

The Cblairman. Do you know of any Senators or Representatives 
who liave interested themselves in behdf of any appHcants for license 
in the District ? 

Mr. Bride. No; I do not remember. 

The Chairman. Do you know whether any official of the Govern- 
ment, outside of Senators and Representatives, has interested him- 
self in behalf of appUcants for Ucense ? 

Mr. Bride. I can not remember. 

The Chairman. You can not remember ? 

ISt. Bride. Yes; I do not remember, sir. Who, outside of the 
Government ? Who do you mean ? 

The Chairman. Outside of Representatives and Senators, any 
official of the Government here in town. 

Mr. Bride. No, sir. 

The Chairman. You do not remember that they did ? 

Mr. Bride. I am positive that they did not. 

The Chairman, i ou are positive that they did not ? 

Ikfc. Bride. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. Are you positive that no Senator or Representa- 
tive did? 

Mr. Bride. They might have, but I can not remember any of them. 
Not that I know of. 1 can not remember. 

The Chairman. You do not say positively, however, that they 
have not ? 

Mr. Bride. They may have, but I do not remember. We have so 
much in our heads — so much to do — that I could not remember all 
those things. 

The Chairman. But you do remember that none of the officials of 
the Government, outside of Senators and Representatives • 

Mr. Bride. I know that positively. 

The Chairman (continuing). Have interested themselves? 

Mr. Bride. Yes, sir; I know that. 
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The Chairman. Mr. Bride, we have pretty thoroughly gone over 
the different matters m connection with measurements between 
saloons and coU^es and imiversities, with Gen. Smith, the chairman 
of the board. 

Mr. Bride. Yes. 

The Chairman. And the other matters involved in this hearing, 
and I hardly think it necessary to go into the same details with you ? 

Mr. Bride. They are all correct. 

The Chairman. K you have any observations or statements or 
suggestions you would like to make, we would be dad to have them. 

Mr. Bride. We went aU over these things, and they are correct. 
We went all over those 300 places. 

The Chairman. You went all over what ? 

Mr. Bride. Over those 300 places, and over the 50-room hotels, 
and there is nothing I have to add to what has been said. 

The Chairman. Did you hear his testimony ? 

Mr. Bride. He told^me, yes, sir, about it. 

The Chairman. Did you mow that Mr. Sheehy had charged a $6,000 
contingent fee — ^he and his partner? 

Mr. Bride. I did not, sir. 

The Chairman. To represent an apphcant for a hcense ? 

Mr. Bride. I did not, until I saw it in the paper. 

The Chairman. When did you see it in the paper ? 

Mr. Bride. Right after the suit, I think. Tney brought a suit. 
You were not here then. I did not know a thing about it. 

The Chairman. Do you recall the fact that Mr. Justice Stafford 
said that it was contrary to pubUc pohcy and good morals for a fee 
of that kind to be charged ? 

Mr. Bride. I saw that. 

The Chairman. Do you agree with him ? 

Mi. Bride. Yes, sir; thoroughly. 

The Chairman. Do you really think that it is necessary for an 
apphcant to have a lawyer to enable him to get his case before you ? 

Afr. Bride. No, sir; he could get along better without him. 

The Chairman. He could get along better without him ? 

Mr. Bride. Yes; a great deal better. 

The Chairman. It has appeared in evidence here this morning that 
another man paid Mr. Sheeny $1,100 to represent him before you? 

Mr. Bride. I did not know that. 

The Chairman. In addition to the $200 he had paid his regular 
lawyer ? 

Mr. Bride. I never heard it. 

Senator Dillingham. Mr. Commissioner, are a good many recom- 
mendations made at the time of these hearings by citizens, outsiders, 
in relation to the granting of Kcenses? Do you receive letters, I 
mean ? 

Mr. Bride. Opposed to them? 

Senator Dillingham. Either opposed to them or favoring them ? 

Mr. Bride. Very few favoring them, but all opposed to them. 

Senator Dillingham. Are all those letters preserved ? 

Ifr. Bride. They are all preserved. 

Senator Dillingham. And they are filed in the office ? 

Mr. Bride. And filed; yes, sir. 
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Senator Dillingham. Everything pertaining to a case that is in 
writing, of every kind and character, is preserved ? 

Mr. Bride. Filed and preserved. 

Senator Dillingham. That is all. 

The Chairman. Do you know why, after the board had decided 
to give a license to Bush, on E Street, between Thirteenth and Four- 
teenth Streets, it decided to give the license to Engel instead ? 

Mr. Bride. Yes ; I rememoer that very well. 

The Chairman. Why was that change made ? 

Mr. Bride. We looked over the case the second time,- like a man 
in court, or like you would look over a case, and decided that Mr. 
Engel was in poor circumstances, while Mr. Bush was not. Mr. Engel 
gave a first-class meal in his place, and Mr. Bush did not. Mr. Bush 
was in another business, and Mr. Engel was not. 

The Chairman. Did you not know all that before you decided to 
grant Bushes license ? 

Mr. Bride. No, sir; we did not. 

The Chairman. Who gave you that additional information ? 

Mr. Bride. We got some more information, I could not tell you 
where we got it. 

The Chairman. Do you know who gave it to you ? 

Mr. Bride. No; I do not. We did not think this would be brought 
up again. Then Mr. Bush is just down the street two blocks ana a 
half from there, and he was in business. 

The Chairman. Did it meet your approval for Miller to change his 
entrance from the Pennsylvania Avenue side, or E Street, around to 
the Fourteenth Street side ? 

Mr. Bride. Yes, sir; that is right. 

The Chairman. Did that meet your approval? 

Mr. Bride. Yes. 

The Chairman. Did you not think that that was an evasion of 
the law ? 

Mr. Bride. No; not anj more than the F Street bar. 

The Chairman. What is that ? 

Mr. Bride. The Ebbitt House bar that fronts on F Street and has 
no entrance on Fourteenth Street. You can not enter from Four- 
teenth Street. 

The Chairman. But the bar in the Miller saloon is just where 
it was ? 

Mr. Bride. Except that the bar is fronting on Fourteenth Street. 

The Chairman. The actual room in whidi the hquors are dis- 
pensed is in just the same position ? 

Mr. Bride. Well, you can not call it an E Street bar. Senator. It 
is a Fourteenth Street bar. 

The Chairman. You can not do it technically; but substantially 
there are four saloons there on the same side of the street. 

Mr. Bride. No; there are not. I beg to differ with you. 

Senator Dillingham. I would be glad to have you state how you 
justify the final wanting of that hcense, after declming to grant it in 
the first place. I would be glad to have your explanation of it. 

Mr. Bride. We did not dedine it in the first place; there were none 
of them settled. 

Senator Dillingham. It amoimted to a denial, did it not? 



Digitized by VjOOQIC 



EXCISE BOABD OF THE DISTBICT OF COLUMBIA. 189 

Mr. Bride. Oh, ^o, sir; it did not. 

Senator Dillingham. Was there not an application ? 

Mr. Bride. Oh, there was an application, of course, for a bar at 
Fourteenth and E Streets. 

Senator Dillingham. Yes. Was that ever acted upon ? 

Mr. Bride. No; never. 

The Chairman. Why not? 

Mr. Bride. Because he never applied for one. 

Senator Dillingham. I thought you said there was an application 
for license ? 

Mr. Bride. Not on E Street. 

The Chairman. You are speaking. Senator, of the Engel place. 
Mr. Bride, Senator Dillingham is speaking of the change from Bush 
to Engel. 

Senator Dillingham. Yes; I had that in mind. 

Mr. Bride. Yes; then you have got it all mixed up. The only 
reason was that Mr. Engel nad a better place, a finer saloon, and gave 
a better meal, and we thou<];ht that should settle it; and besides, he 
had no other business and Mr. Bush had. Mr. Bush is in the auto- 
mobile business, what you call those sight-seeing cars. That is what 
we were told. And somebody made an inkling there that he wanted 
to sell out; and generally when a fellow wants to sell out, we put 
him out. If we foimd tnat a saloon keeper wanted to sell out we 
would put him out and let the other fellow in. 

The Chairman. Did you hear the testimony in the hearings with 
regard to the Ucensing of the bar in the Grand Hotel ? 

Mr. Bride. The testimony. There was no bad testimony against 
that place. I wish there was. 

The Chairman. You say there was no bad testimony against it ? 

Mr. Bride. No, sir. That was a misfortune. They au come out 
now, ajl ri^t, but not before. 

Senator Dillingham. Was the testimony all preserved, that was 
taken in that case? 

Mr. Bride. Yes; we have got it. I think we have got it here, 
Senator. 

The Chairman.^ Was there any bad testimony against the place 
run by Marks — tlie hotel run by Marks? 

Mr. Bride. Where is Marks? 

The Chairman. 1000 E Street NW. 

Mr. Bride. We did hear but one bad report, and it was not very 
bad. Just one bad report. I do not remember that, now. I do 
not recall. 

The Chairman. Mr. Bride, when the saloon Ucense was granted to 
Mr. Hanlon to transfer from — WyUe Court, was it. Dr. Cole ? 

Dr. Cole. At Third and H Streets, in the vicinity of Wylie Court. 

The Chairman. To what number ? 

Dr. Cole. To 822 Eighth Street. 

Mr. Bride. I was not on the board at that time. 

The Chairman. You were not on the board at that time ? 

Mr. Bride. No, sir. 

The Chairman. That was the time that Mr. Sheehy was chairman 
of the board ? 

Dr. Cole. Yes; I would like to say that Mr. Bride was not on the 
board when that case was handled, and I have no criticism to make 
of Mr. Bride except that of favoritism. 
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The Chairman. Was not the license renewed last November? 

Dr. Cole. Yes. 

The Chairman. You were a member of the board when the license 
of Mr. Hanlon was renewed ? 

Mr. Bride. Yes. 

The Chairman. Is it not a fact that 90 per cent of the people in 
that section protested against that bar being put there ? 

Mr. Bride. I can not remember, Senator. I could not remember 
that. You have got about 500; and you can't remember. I can 
not remember all those things. 

The Chairman. You say you assisted in making these measure- 
ments from the. saloons 

Mr. Bride. Every one of them ? 

The Chairman. To the churches and schoolhouses. 

Mr. Bride. Every one of them, Senator. 

The CHAIRMAN. The committee will be glad to have any statement 
you care to make. 

Mr. Bride. That is about all I know, I think. 

The Chairman. You can stand aside for the present. 

Mr. Bride. All right, sir. * 

The Chairman. I forgot to ask you, Mr. Bride, how long you have 
been a citizen of the District ? 

Mr. Bride. I came here in June, 1871. 

The Chairman. From what State did you come here ? 

Mr. Bride. I came directly from Dayton, Ohio. 

(The witness was thereupon excused.) 

TESTIMOinr OF MB. HENBT S. BAKEB. 

(The witness was sworn by the chairman.) 

The Chairman. What is your full name ? 

Mr. Baker. He nry S. Baker. 

The Chairman. What is your address here in town ? 

Mr. Baker. 1108 Sixteenth Street. 

The Chairman. How long have you been a citizen of the District? 

Mr. Baker. A httle over 10 years. 

The Chairman. From what State did you come here, Mr. Baker t 

Mr. Baker. From West Virginia. 

The Chairman. What is your official position ? 

Mr. Baker. I am one of the excise commissioners of the District 
of Columbia. 

The Chairman. I do not know that I have any particular ques- 
tions to ask jrou. We have gone into these matters so thoroughly 
with Gen. Smith, and I am calling jon more to give you an oppor- 
timity to say anything that you desire to say regarding the aomin- 
istration of the affairs of the excise board. The committee would 
be dad to have you make any statement. 

Mr. Baker. In general, I think I can verifv everything he said, 
sir. We have given these things thorough study and given it a great 
deal of our time — ^in fact, all of my tune — and went into it very 
thoroughly. 

The Chairman. I want to say to you and the other commissioners 
that we will have these proceedings pubUshed, and we already have 
the typewritten copies of them, and we will be glad to give you a 
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copy of them, and hold the matter up imtU jon can have an oppor- 
tumty to answer anything that has been said in a critical way in 
any part of the proceedings. We want to give you a fair opportimity 
in this matter and give everybody fair play. I think that will do 

Mr. Baker. Senator Sheppard, I have one further statement I 
would like to make. 

The Chairman. Very well. 

Mr. Baker. I emphatically deny the assertion that was made here 
yesterday as to my naving received anything from anybody, through 
my son or anyone else. 1 want to have that put in the record. I 
have been accused here of having my son make collections. I em- 

Ehatically deny that as having come from Mr. Bride, and he denied 
aving said it. I deny having any knowledge of such a thing. 

The Chairman. The statement was that mey were making collec- 
tions. He did not ask, I think, what their character was. 

Mr. Baker. '^For Mr. Baker," the paper says. 

The Chairman. I do not recollect exactly what the testimony was, 
but the record will show, and your denial will go in. 

Mr. Baker. I am not quoting from the record, of course; I am 
quoting from the newspaper article. 

The Chairman. What is your opinion of the ethics of a lawyer 
charging $1,000 to $5,000 to present a case to you for the granting of 
a saloon license ? 

Mr. Baker. That is purely a business transaction, and I really 
have not any opinion about that. 

The Chairman. This granting of a license is purely a question of 
fact, is it not ? 

Mr. Baker. What is that? 

The Chairman. It is purely a question of fact ? You pass on the 
facts? 

Mr. Baker. Conditions and facts and everything, sir. 

The Chairman. There are no abstruse legal questions involved; 
no compUcated legal problems ? 

Mr. Baker. No; I do not see that there are. 

The Chairman. As a matter of fact, would not everybody get 
equal justice from you and your associates if they did not have a 
lawyer at all? 

Mr. Baker. No doubt of it. 

The Chairman. They would do just as well ? 

Mr. Baker. And I have advocated it over and over again. If I 
had a person that spoke to me about it, I would say *'You will get 
just as fair treatment without an attorney as with one.'' We go into 
each and every case, whether there is a lawyer in the case or not. 
To get personal knowledge we visit these places, and we have been 
con^olled very much in our decisions by our own personal observation 
of these places. They did not go on the stand and give it, but we 
got this miormation bv personal observation in our rounds of visits. 

The Chairman. Didf you know that Mr. Sheehy and his partner 
had made a contract for a contingent fee of sometning like $5,000 in 
the case of an appUcation for a hcense in the Evans Building, at the 
time the hearing was held ? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir. The only thing I have is through the news- 
papers. 

The Chairman. Did you see Mr. Justice Stafford's decision ? 
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^^ Mr. Baker. We had a letter from Mr. Wilson, stating the facts. 

The Chairman. Did you see Justice Stafford's decision on the 
matter ? 

Mr. Baker. I read it; yes, sir; in the paper. Now, I did not see 
the decision; I read the newspaper. 

The Chairman. You read where he denounced it as being contrary 
to public policy and good morals ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes; m the newspaper. 

The Chairman. Is it within the power of your excise board to 
refuse to permit an attorney to appear before them ? 

Mr. Baker. I should think so, although we have never exercised 
that. 

The Chairman. Have you made any effort to investigate the char- 
acter of the men who appeared before you as attorneys — ^lawyers ? 

Mr. Baker. No; I can not say that we have. We have never had 
any occasion to. 

The Chairman. Have any attorneys ever consulted you privately 
regarding any cases that they had ? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir; I would not have permitted it. 

Senator Thompson. Did you hear the testimony of your associate, 
Mr. Smith, this morning ? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir. 

Senator Thompson. You did not hear it ? 

Mr. Baker. I did not hear it. 

Senator Thompson. I presume the board is a unit on the proposi- 
tion of these measurements ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Thompson. Upon the theory that the nearest way across 
is the shortest way aroimd ? 

Mr. Baker. We did not so regard it. 

Senator Thompson. What is that? 

Mr. Baker. We did not so regard it. Senator. 

Senator Thompson. The law provides that you shall pursue the 
measurements according to the snortest course of travel? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Thompson. And did you approve the idea of marking the 
square comers ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes. 

SenatorTnoMPSON. A man going to or from a saloon does not gen- 
erally turn a square comer, does he ? 

Mr. Baker. Well, maybe not. 

Senator Thompson. As a matter of fact, the shortest course of 
travel would mean what it says in the law, does it not ? 

Mr. Baker. Well, I don't Imow but what it would. 

Senator Thompson. That is, if you had a measurement that would 
be 400 feet by a square comer, and a person in taking the usual course 
of travel would naturally go a distance of only 397 feet or 395 feet, 
which measurement would you accept ? 

Mr. Baker. I do not just get that. 

Senator Thompson. I saj, if by the square comer measurement that 
was mentioned this mormng the distance from a saloon to a church 
or to an educational institution, a pubUc school or a college, was 400 
feet by a sauare corner and only 395 feet by the usual course of travel, 
which would you accept as the criterion to go by ? 
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Mr. Baker. We would take the 400, very likely. 

Senator Thompson. You would take the 400 ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes; observing the traffic regulations and things to 
guide us, if it measured 400 feet, we would be very likely to take 
that. 

Senator Thompson. Then you would permit the place to run if it 
was a question of distance? 

Mr. Baker. Yes; if all other things were eaual, you imderstand. 

Senator Thompson. In the construction of tne law, do you main- 
tain the idea that in the city of Washington there must be 300 
saloons ? 

Mr. Baker. I am not prepared to say that. 

Senator Thompson. The law is that there shall not be exceeding 
300? 

Mr. Baker. Yes. 

Senator Thompson. As I imderstood the chairman, it has been 
construed to mean that there shall be that number? 

Mr. Baker. I shoiQd think, when there is only one number named 
given to you, you are supposed to get as near that number as possible. 

Senator Thompson. Then what is the use of the words '^not ex- 
ceeding" ? Why not say ** there shall be 300 saloons in the city of 
Washington" ? 

Mr. Baker. It meant that you coiQd not go over that number, 
and tJiat is your limit. 

Senator Thompson. Then, in order to get a reduction in the num- 
ber of saloons, it will be necessary for Congress to fix a minimum ? 

Mr. Baker. I do not say that. 

Senator THOBiPSON. Or to reduce the number by law ? 

Mr. Baker. I do not say that; no, sir. 

Senator Jones. You think you could get a reduction with a new 
board, do you not? 

Mr. Baker. You could get it with this board if circumstances 
required it. 

Senator Jones. I thought you said the law required that you 
should get up as near the limit as possible ? 

Mr. Baker. No; I say if you could get, within the law, so many 
eligible people and all that; out I do not say you are required to keep 
up to that number. 

Senator Thompson. You disagree with him on that point, then ? 

Mr. Baker. What; that we are required to keep up to that 
niunber ? 

Senator Thompson. Yes. 

Mr. Baker. I do not know what he said, but I do not think we are 
required to keep up to that number. 

Senator Thompson. You have that number now ? 

Mr. Baker. We have that nimiber now. 

The Chairman. As I imderstand it. Gen. Smith said that they 
should have 300 provided that 300 compUed with all the requirements 
of the board ana the law. Is not that right. Gen. Smith ? 

Mr. Smith. Correct, sir. 

Senator TnoBiPSON. The law also Mmits the number of saloons on 
a block in the city, does it not ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes. 
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Senator Thompson. Not more than three on a side, I believe, and 
not more than four in the block on both sides of the street between 
intersecting streets. 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Thompson. I do not know whether you have been exam- 
ined relative to the Miller place, opposite the New Willard Hotel. 

Mr. Baker. No, sir. 

Senator Thompson. The opening, the entrance, in that building 
was oririnally on E Street, was it not ? 

Mr. Baker. It was. 

Senator Thompson. And that made too many saloons, according 
to the law, on that side of the street, as you imderstood it ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes. 

Senator Thompson. Did you approve of the method of changing 
the entrance there of that saloon m order to comply with the strict 
regulation of the law? Do you think that was proper, to change 
that entrance to the Fourteenth Street side, and then run the busi- 
ness the same as it was always before ? 

Mr. Baker. It is on Fomiieenth Street. It is licensed for Four- 
teenth Street, not on E Street. 

Senator Thompson. Do you think that a subterfuge of that kind 
is all right, a change simply of an entrance to meet a condition in 
the law? 

Mr. Baker. I do not know but what it is. 

Senator Thompson. You think it is ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes. 

Senator Thompson. The saloon is there just as it was before? 

Mr. Baker. Yes.* 

Senator Thompson. The question is whether there are three or 
four saloons in that block. There were four according to the ad- 
mitted facts, as admitted by everybody, before the entrance was 
changed. That is right, is it not ? 

Mr. Baker. There were; yes, sir. 

Senator Thompson. That saloon is there yet, and they simply 
changed the entrance. Are there not four saloons in that block at 
the present time^ on that side of the block ? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir. 

Senator Thompson. You think not ? 

Mr. Baker. No. 

Senator Thompson. Are you familiar with the Mergner place, on 
East Capitol Street? 

Mr. Baker. Yes. 

Senator Thompson. Did you observe that? 

Mr. Baker. Yes. 

Senator Thompson. Did you observe it before they constructed 
that fence there ? 

Mr. Baker. I do not recall that I did. 

Senator Thompson. Do you know as a matter of fact that without 
that fence there that place was within 400 feet of a public school 
of the city ? 

Mr. Baker. I do not really know. I did not measure that. We 
measured as we found conditions, with that fence there. 

Senator Thompson. What is that? 
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Mr. Bakeb. We measured as we found conditions; with the fence 
there. I do not know how much it would be if you should take the 
fence away. 

Senator Thompson. You do not know that the fence was down 
before this law went into effect ? 

Mr. Baker. I do not. 

Senator Thompson. Was not that fact shown to you on the hear- 
ings? 

Mr. Baker. I do not recall it. 

Senator Thompson. And that the fence was built there in order to 
fence out the law ? 

Mr. Baker. I do not recollect that fact. 

Senator Thompson. You think that would be all right, if that was 
a fact, to measure aroimd that fence after it was put there after the 
passage of this law, and that it would not be an evasion of the law 
now to permit the place to run ? 

Mr. Baker. I do not know about that. 

Senator Thompson. You think not. Do you know where the Graff 
place is, 223 Seventh Street NW. ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes. 

Senator Thompson. Do you know about the measurements there, 
and who put the httle grass plot there, and something in it to measure 
around? 

Mr. Baker.-! do not. 

Senator Thompson. You do not know anything about that ? 

Mr. Baker. I do not recall it, sir. 

Senator Thompson. As a matter of fact, if it was discovered on the 
hearing that these things were done for the purpose of evading the 
law, you, as a member of the excise board, would not permit a saloon 
to run there, would you ? 

Mr. Baker. No; 1 do not know as we would. 

Senator Thompson. Were not those facts shown on the hearing? 

Mr. Baker. I do not just recall it. 

Senator Thompson. Will you have the hearings brought here or 
sent here in that case ? 

Mr. Baker. The hearing is there, I think. 

Senator Thompson. I do not think there was any call for them 
in the Graff case. 

Mr. Smith. We will have them brought. 

The Chairman. Will you bring the papers in the Graff case and 
in the Mergner case ? 

Mr. Smith. With pleasure. 

Mr. Baker. It is here. 

Senator Thompson. I take it that the board would not want to 
maintain any open subterfuge of that kind to prevent the law 
operating ? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir. 

Senator Thompson. And if it was shown there, the Ucense would 
be wrongfully issued ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes. 

Senator Thompson. And the place ought to stop, is not that 
right? 

Air. Baker. I am not prepared to answer that. 

84518*— S. Doc. 981, 68-8 14 
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Senator Thompson. But you do approve of that change that was 
made at Fourteenth and E Streets ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes. 

Senator Thompson. Was your attention called to the two saloons 
in the neighborhood of the place where the Salvation Army holds 
its religious meetings ? 

Mr. Baker. I have no doubt that was so; that our attrition was 
called to it. 

Senator Thompson. There was a protest by the Salvation Army 
and by other people against those saloons there ? 

Mr. Baker. As a house of religious worship. That was the pro- 
test. That is the law on this subject. 

Senator Thompson. It is a house of religious worship, so far as 
the Salvation Army is concerned? That is where they worship, is 
it not? 

Mr. Baker. Well, that is 

Senator Thompson. You do not maintain that there is any dis- 
cretion placed by Congress in the law for the excise board to deter- 
mine what was a proper religious organization ? 

Mr. Baker. No; not because it was 

Senator Thompson (continuing). Whether it was the Salvation 
Army or Unitarian or Presbyterian or Methodist, it was not for you 
to say whether or not that was a proper religious order ? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir. 

Senator Thompson. If the Methodists were holding their regular 
meetings there, would you have any other construction as to whether 
it was an evasion of tne law to locate two saloons in the neighbor- 
hood of a place of worship ? 

Mr. Baker. I do not know in that sense. The law formerly, 
Senator, had '^a place of reUgious worship," which was struck out 
of the law — that would be one on a street corner — and it was made 
to read '*a house of religious worship" instead. 

Senator Thompson. That would include the saloons down by the 
Franklin Statue, at Tenth and D Streets, where many people hold 
meetings ? 

Mr. Baker. That would be a place of public worship, yes. 

Senator Thompson. But I understand the Salvation Army have a 
house of pubUc worship within a few yards of two saloons located 
by the excise board, and that they protested and other citizens did 
likewise. Is that true or not? They have a house there; not a 
place in the street. 

Mr. Baker. Used exclusively for religious purposes ? 

Senator Thompson. Was the matter decided on that point ? 

Mr. Baker. No; but a church, a house of religious worship, is not 
a place where merchandising is carried on. 

Senator Thompson. The distinction was made, then, because th^e 
was some business transacted there ? 

Mr. Baker. That is the way we regarded it. 

Senator Thompson. How about these CathoUc fairs which are 
held m the Catholic church? 

Mr. Baker. It is a CathoUc church, all right, dedicated for that 
purpose. 

Senator Thompson. It is their place of worship, is it not ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes. 
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Senator Thompson. Do you mean because some one else has som0 
other busmess or does something else at this place, or about it, that 
it changes its religious character — that is, the character of the house 
itself — ^to that of a pubHc place of business ? Is that it ? 

Mr. Baker. I do not know as 

Senator Thompson. In other words, because there is a bicycle 
business underneath this house of worship of the Salvation Army, 
vou think that changes the character of the house from that of a 
nouse of worship, so that you can put a saloon where you please 
along there ? 

Mr. Baker. I would think so, sir. 

The Chairman. As a matter of fact, what other business is being 
conducted in the building in which the Salvation Army holds its 
worship? 

Mr. Baker. I do not just recall, but I was, under that impression. 

I may be mistaken about that. I was thinking about the Central 

Union Mission, possibly. It has a lodging house and a lunch room. 

It may be I have gotten the Central Union Mission mixed with the 

^ Gospel Mission. 

Tne Chairman. Then you do not recollect whether this house 
where the Salvation Army meets is used for any business purpose or 
not? 

Mr. Baker. No; I do not recall. I was confused between the 
Central Union Mission and the Salvation Army. I am not aware of 
the Salvation Army, about whether there is business under it or not. 

The Chairman. If the building occupied by the Salvation Army 
was used by it exclusively for religious worship, would you then hold 
that a saloon coidd not be located within 400 leet of it ? 

Mr. Baker. I should think not; that is, if it is conducted wholly 
for reUgious services as a church, it should be so regarded by the 
excise TOard. 

Senator Jones. Who put the word ''exclusively^' in this law? 

Mr. Baker. No one. 

Senator Jones. You apply that and make that a part of the laWj, 
do you not ? 

Mr. Baker. A house of religious worship I was taking to be con- 
ducted for that purpose. I may be in error in that, you know. 

vSenator Jones. Have you not got that into your regulations, that 
it must be a place used exclusively for reUgious worship ? Is not 
that in your regulations ? . 

Mr. Baker. 1 do not so recall it. 

Senator Jones. I understood that that was a part of your regu- 
lations. 

The Chairman. They have announced that they follow that rule 
whether they put it in their rules and regulations or not. 

Senator Jones. I thought they put it m their rules. That is not 
put in the rules ? 

Mr. Baker. I think not. 

Senator Jones. But you follow that, as a rule ? 

Mr. Baker. As a rule, in helping us to decide. 

Senator Jones. Why do you do that ? 

Mr. Baker. I do not know, any more than to get at a 

The Chairman. You found out that was the only way to permit 
the location of saloons at certain places, did you not ? 
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Mr. Baker. No; I can not say that. 

Senator Jones. If you had followed another rule you would hara 
excluded them, would you not, m a great many instances? 

Mr. Baker. Possibly; possibly so. 

Senator Jones. And by putting that in you do not exclude themt 

Mr. Baker. Yes. 

Senator Jones. So that was the purpose in putting that in ? 

Mr. Baker. No, I do not think so. We had to reach some con- 
clusion how to treat the things. 

Senator Jones. You have not shut anyone out within 400 feet of 
a place of worship where you could put them in under that rule, 
have you ? 

Mr. Baker. I can not just answer. 

Senator Jones. You do not recall any, do you? Mr. Baker, who 
made these rules and relations? 

Mr. Baker. The board. 

Senator Jones. Who prepared them? 

Mr. Baker. Each one. Every one had a hand in it. 

Senator Jones. Did any one of the board make a draft and then 
submit it to the board? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir. 

Senator Jones. You got together and talked each one over 
generally? 

Mr. !Baker. We got right together. 

Senator Jones. JSid then decided on it ? 

Mr. Baker. We worked in the office all together up imtil 10 or 11 
o'clock at night. 

Senator Jones. Mr. Sheehy did not prepare a draft of these rules 
and regulations and then suomit them to the board for discussion 
and consideration and adoption ? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir. 

Senator Thompson, You know about the Central Union Mission, 
on Louisiana Avenue, do you not ? 

Mr. Baker. Only by observation, passing by. 

Senator Thompson. You know that they have owned a large 
property there for years, and religious services are carried on there 
every day, do you not? 

Mr. Baker. I have been told so. 

Senator Thompson. Yes; and yet there are several saloons 
located within 400 feet of that place, are there not ? 

Mr. Baker. I just can not recall. 

Senator Thompson. Three or four? 

Mr. Baker. I say that I can not just recall. 

Senator Thompson. What is the position of the board on that! 

Mr. Baker. We do not regard it as a house of reUgious worship. 

Senator Thompson. Do you not regard a place used as a house of 
religious worship, where religious worship is carried on every day of 
the week and every evening and on Sunday, as better establisned 
than a cathedral that only holds church on Sunday. Would you not 
think that was more identified as a place of pubhc worship, worship 
being held there every day? 

Mr. Baker. I would not be prepared to answer thitt. 

Senator Thompson. You would not? Do you not know, as a mat- 
ter of fact, that it is to prevent the interference with schools and 
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coU^es and churches which, under our policy of law, are to exist free 
and undisturbed by nuisances, that this law was enacted, and that 
it was to protect them, and that the saloons were to be thrown out 
whererer they interfered, and the law not resolved in their favor in 
order to perniit them to run ? Do you not think that is the correct 
construction of this law in the interests of society ? 

Mr. Bakbb. Well, I can not just say about that. 

Senator Thompson. Well, you do know that its object is to protect 
those institutions, do you not? 

Mr. Bakeb. I suppose so. 

Senator Thompson. That would be the object ? 

Mr. Bakbb* Yes. 

Senator Thoaipson. But you have in various instances here dis- 
criminated against schools and discriminated against various religious 
societies on some technical construction of the law ? Has not your 
attention ever been called to that before ? 

Mr. Bak£B« I do notjust recall. 

Senator TaoMPSON. Were not these matters all thrashed out, or at 
least presented in tiie form of protests, and in numerous cases by 
witnesses and petitions, against the issuance of Ucenses at these very 
places before tne licenses were issued ? 

Mr. Bakeb. There were pubUc hearings held in all cases, and we 
have had the pros and cons for the places. 

Senator Thompson. All these matters were brought out then, were 
they not ? ' 

Mr. Bakeb. Yes. 

Senator Thompson. And yet the licenses were issued ? 

iSi. Bakeb. Yes. 

The Chaibman. Mr. Baker, the law here says that no license shall 
be issued to a hotel having less than 50 bedrooms for guests ? 

Mr^BAKEB. Yes. 

The Chairman. In yout rules you have added, after the word 
"hotel," the words "as such." 

Mr. Bakeb. Fifty rooms. 

The Chaibman. Yes; that no license shall be issued to a hotel "as 
such" having less than 50 rooms. You have altered it to read that 
way, have you not ? 

Mr. Bakeb. That is, as a hotel. It would have to have 50 rooms 
and over to be classed as a hotel under the excise laws. 

The Chaibman. Yes; but this law says, "Hereafter no license shall 
be issued to a hotel having less than 50 bedrooms for guests." Under 
this law a hotel may have less than 50 bedrooms. 

Mr. Bakeb. Not as a hotel. 

The Chaibman. But it may not be licensed ? 

Mr. Bakeb. Yes. 

The Chaibman. That is true ? 

Mr. Bakeb. Yes. 

The Chaibman. Why did you add the words "as such" in your 
rules after the word "hotel"? You said, "Hereafter no license 
shall be issued to a hotel as such having less than 50 bedrooms for 
guests." 

Mr. Bakeb. I do not just recall why that was made. 

The Chaibman. Did you not do it to enable you to give a license 
to a hotel having less than 50 bedrooms ? 
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Mr. Bakeb. No, sir; not as a hotel— a restaurant license. 

The Chaibman. I understand; but you give them restaurant 
licenses ? 

Mr. Bakeb. Yes. 

The Chaibman. Why did you think it necessary to put the words 
^'as such" after the word * 'hotel" if you could give them restaurant 
licenses anyway? You could give a notel with 100 rooms a restau- 
rant license. Now, why did you put those words in there ? 

Mr. Bakeb. If thej desired that instead of a hotel license, we could. 

The Chaibman. Yes; certainly. Why did you add the words ''as 
such" after the word "hotel"? 

Mr. Bakeb. I could not just tell you why we added that. 

Senator Jones. You put that in so that you could issue them a 
restaurant Ucense, did you not ? 

Mr. Bakeb. No, sir. 

Senator Jones. Instead of a hotel license ? 

Mr. Bakeb. No, sir. 

Senator Jones. That is the effect of it, is it not ? 

Mr. Bakeb. It may be the effect of it, but it was not put in there 
for that purpose. 

Senator Jones. That is what you have done. Where you have 
had a hotel with less than 50 rooms that you wanted to issue a bar- 
room Ucense t o, y ou have issued a restaurant Ucense ? 

Mr. Baker. We have issued them a barroom Ucense with restau- 
rant privilege. 

Senator Jones. That amoimts to the same thing, does it not? 

Mr. Baker. Yes. 

Senator Jones. In that way you have evaded that law, have you 
not, which says that no hotel snail have a Ucense where it has less than 
50 rooms ? Do you not imderstand that law to mean that you are 
prohibited from granting a Ucense to a hotel, whether as a restaurant 
or any other way, which has less than 50 rooms for guests ? 

Mr. Baker. As a hotel ? 

Senator Jones. No; I do not say as a hotel. Does not that law 
say that you shall not grant them a barroom Ucense if they have less 
than 50 rooms ? 

Mr. Baker. I do not so regard it. 

Senator Jones. Do you not think that that was the intention of 
the lawmakers ? 

Mr. Baker. I do not think so. 

Senator Jones. You do not think so. What did you think the 
intention was, then ? 

Mr. Baker. Well, I thought that they wanted that a hotel with 
50 rooms would be granted a hotel barroom license. 

Senator Jones. What is the difference between a hotel barroom 
license and a restaurant barroom license? They are both barroom 
licenses, are they not ? 

Mr. Baker. They are; yes. 

Senator Jones. The price is the same, the Ucense fee is the same, 
the same proceeding has to be taken to get them ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes. 

Senator Jones. What did you understand the law to mean, then, 
when it says that no hotel with less than 50 rooms shall have a license? 



Digitized by VjOOQIC 



EXCISE BOABD OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. 201 

Mr. Bakeb. That they could not serve liquOTS in the rooms of a 
hotd with under the number of 60 bedrooms. 

Senator Jones. The law does not say that. The law does not say 
that they shall not serve Uquor in a hotel where there are less than 
50 rooms. The law says you shall not grant a license where tliere 
are less than 50 rooms. Not that they shall not seQ in the rooms, 
but that they shall not have any license at all. What does that 
mean? 

Mr. Baker. We thought that it would be construed that the hotel 
carried a little bit more privileges in dispensing liquors than a simple 
barroom. 

Senator Jones. Did you call on the corporation counsel for an 
opinion as to what that meant? 

Mr. Baker. I do not recall now that we did. 

Senator Jones. Were you asked by anybody to do it ? 

Mr. Baker. I do not recall now that we were. 

Senator Jones. You do not recall that you were not, do you ? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir. 

Senator Jones. You might have been ? 

Mr. Baker. Might have beeu. 

Senator Jones. If you were, why did you not call on him for an 
opinion ? 

Mr. Baker. WeU, I do not know whether we were called on. I do 
not recall being called on. 

Senator Jones. You do not know of any reason why you should not 
caU on him if you were asked to do it ? 

Mr. Baker. No. If we were anyways confused about anything, 
we would sure take it to him. 

Senator Jones. You were perfectly clear about that? 

Mr. Baker. At that time we thought we were perfectly clear. 

Senator Jones. You think so now ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes; I think so now. 

Senator Jones. You think that imder that provision you have a 
perfect right to issue a restaurant license to a hotel that has less than 
50 rooms, so long as you call it a restaurant license ? 

Mr. Baker, xes; 1 think so. 

Senator Jones. Suppose they apply for a hotel license ? 

lir. Baker. They would not have hotel Ucenses under us. 

Senator Jones, les; I imderstand. I know that. 

Mr. Baker. I could not tell about that. 

Senator Jones. You did not examine any of the records of hotel 
licenses to see whether or not these places were being run actually as 
hotels ? You made no investigation of that, did you 1 

Mr. Baker. We did not. 

Senator Jones. Now, I want to ask you about those five saloons 
fronting on E Street before this license year began. There were five 
saloons there, were there not? 

Mr. Baker. There were. 

Senator Jones. I understand from Gen. Smith that on October 30 
the board had decided to grant a Ucense to Mr. Bush, and had refused 
a license to Mr. Engel; is that correct ? 

Mr. Baker. W^, we had it imder consideration. We had passed 
that far, and took Mr. Bush. 
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Senator Jones. Yes. Do not go quite so fast. You had passed 
Mr. Bush and decided you would give him a license? 

Mr. Baker. Yes. 

Senator Jones. You had also passed Mr. Engel and decided that 
you would not give him a license ? 

Mr. Baker. 1 do not recall whether we had passed Engel. We had 
passed Bush. 

Senator Jones. Do you not recall that you had finally decided not to 
give Mr. Engel a Ucense ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes. 

Senator Jones. You had decided to give Gerstenberg a Ucense? 

Mr. Baker. Yes. 

Senator Jones. And you had decided to give Shoomaker a license? 

Mr. Baker. Yes. 

Senator Jones. And you had decided to give Bush a Ucense ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes. 

Senator Jones. That necessarily cut Engel out, did it not, because 
there could not be but three Ucenses granted ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes. 

Senator Jones. Do you not remember directing the assessor to pre- 
pare Ucenses for those three ? 

Mr. Baker. I do not recaU. 

Senator Jones. You do not recaU whether you had directed the 
clerk to do that or not ? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir. 

Senator Jones. Do you not recall deciding not to give Mr. Bush a 
Ucense and to rive one to Engel ? 

Mr. Baker. I do. 

Senator Jones. When did that change occur? When was that 
change made ? 

Mr. Baker. That evening. 

Senator Jones. On the evening of the 30th or on the morning of 
the 31st? 

Mr. Baker. On the evening of the 30th, if I recaU it right. 

Senator Jones. How did you come to make that change ? 

Mr. Baker. We went over them before we made a mial decision 
and went into it more thoroughly, and we wanted to make a final 
wind-up, and on going into it more thoroughly and taking those two 
into consideration that Engel having a restaurant attachment, and 
the other being simply a barroom, and the other man having some 
other means of support, and other evidence — ^his not giving all of his 
attention to the saloon business — ^we concluded to change. 

Senator Jones. Those things had aU been shown to you before you 
passed on them, had they ? 

Mr. Baker. We had not gone into them very thoroughly as we did 
finally. We made those changes. 

Senator Jones. You had actuaUy ordered — you had actuaUy de- 
cided to grant a license to Mr. Bush, had you not ? 
Mr. Baker. We had passed Mr. Bush as having granted his license. 
Senator Jones. Supposing that your records show that the clerk 
had been directed to advise the assessor to prepare those Ucenses, 
would not that show that you had acted finally on the matter ? 
Mr. Baker. No, sir. 
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Smiator Jones. It would not? Do you think the clerk would have 
notified the assessor beforehand, before you had directed him to ? 

Mr. Baker. It might be that he did. 

Senator Jones. Do you not know, as a matter of fact, that the 
board had directed the clerk to advise the assessor to prepare t<he 
licenses of Bush, Gerstenberg, and Shoomaker, and that atter that 
had been done you reconsidered and canceled Mr. Bush's Ucense and 
gave it to Mr. Engel? 

Mr. Baker. Yes. 

Senator Jones. Do you not know that fact ? 

Mr. Baker. That is a fact; yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. What I want to get at is, between the time you 
advised your clerk to notify the assessor and the time that you finally 
made the change, what information did you get that was new that 
led vou to make that change ? 

lir. Baker. No information. 

Senator Jones. None at all. 

Mr. Baker. We went into it more thoroughly before finally 
deciding. 

Senator Jones. Was it not brought out that some request had 
come from some other source asking that the change be made ? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir. 

Senator Jones. Nobody mentioned that or had called up over the 
phone ? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir. 

Senator Jones. The clerk did not say that he had been called up 
by anybody, advising? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir. 

Senator Jones. You are sure of that? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir. 

Senator Jones. So that the only thing that led you to make the 
change was that when you talked over what you had already con- 
sidered, you decided to give it to Mr. Engel and cancel Mr. Bush ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes. 

Senator Jones. Did you consider EngeFs financial difficulties? 

Mr. Baker. I do not know but whi^t it was mentioned in the dis- 
cussion. 

Senator Jones. Who mentioned it? 

Mr. Baker. I can not recall. 

Senator Jones. Who brought up the first suggestion to make the 
change? 

Mr. Baker. I could not recall. 

Senator Jones. You do not remember that? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir. 

Senator Jones. Do vou remember whether you did or not? 

Mr. Baker. I would not Uke to say that I aid or I would not like 
to say that I did not. I may have done so. 

Senator Jones. Did any Members of the House or Members of the 
Senate interest themselves in behalf of Mr. Engel? 

Mr. Baker. Not to my knowledge. 

Senator Jones. Did any representatives of any poHtical organiza- 
tion interest themselves in benalf of Mr. Engel or against Mr. Bush 
or in behalf of Mr. Bush ? 

Mr. Baker. Not to my knowledge. 
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Senator Jones. Do you know whether any brewing interests in- 
terested themselves in behalf of Mr. Engel ? 

Mr. Bakeb. Not to my knowledge. 

Senator Jones. Or Mr. Bush? 

Mr. Bakeb. No. 

Senator Jones. Did you know that Mr. Engel represented here 
some brewing interests of Milwaukee? 

Mr. Bakeb. I did not. 

Senator Jones. You did not know anything about that? 

Mr. Bakeb. No, sir; I may have heard it, but I do not recall it. 

Senator Jones. Did your clerk discuss any people who had in- 
terested themselves with reference to these licenses ? 

Mr. Bakeb. No, sir; not to me. 

Senator Jones. He did not caU the board's attention to anybody 
who was interested in that ? 

Mr. Bakeb. No, sir. 

Senator Jones (to Senator Sheppard). If I ask about anything you 
have already gone over, let me know, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Baker, do you know anything of Congressmen or Senators 
interesting themselves for or against anybody applying for license? 

Mr. Bakeb. I do not. 

Senator Jones. No letters were ever called to your attention from 
any Congressmen ? 

Mr. Bakeb. No, sir. 

Senator Jones. None have been placed on file ? 

Mr. Bakeb. No, sir. 

Senator Jones. None have spoken to you personally ? . 

Mr. Bakeb. No, sir. 

Senator Jones. You have heard none of the members of the board 
mention any Congressman or Senator who was interested in the 
granting of any Ucense ? 

Mr. Bakeb. No, sir; I do not recall that any of them at all, sir, 
ever mentioned anything of the kind. 

Senator Jones. So that if any reference has been made to any 
letters from Congressmen, that have been destroyed, you knew noth- 
ing about them ? 

Mr. Bakeb. No, sir. 

Senator Jones. They were not sent to your office? 

Mr. Bakeb. No, sir. 

Senator Jones. And were not placed among the files of the com- 
mission ? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir. 

Senator Jones. Are you acquainted with the Thyson Hotel? I 
think it is up on Seventh Street. 

Mr. Baker. Nothing more than officially, sir; I have been there 
several times. 

Senator Jones. That is close to a schoolhouse, is it not ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes; I beUeve it is. 

Senator Jones. That has a barroom hcense as a hotel, has it not? 

Mr. Bakeb. It has. 

Senator Jones. Do you know what the situation there was before 
this license year began, as to the number of rooms in that hotel? 

Mr. Bakeb. I remember having gone through the hotel and coimted 
the rooms. 
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Senator Jones. Was that before, or while the application was 
pending ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. How nianv rooms did you find ? 

Mr. Baker. Over 50. When we counted 50, then we stopped. 

Senator Jones. Then you stopped? 

Mr. Baker. There may have oeen one or two over. 

Senator Jones. There is a new part to that hotel, is there not? 

Mr. Baker. Yes. 

Senator Jones. Showing that it has been recently constructed ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes. 

Senator Jones. Do you know whether or not that addition was 
constructed there after this law was passed ? 

Mr. Baker. I could not say. 

Senator Jones. Was not that brought out in a hearing ? 

Mr. Baker. It may have been. 

Senator Jones. Do you not know, as a matter of fact, that that 
addition was put on to that hotel after this law was passed, for the 
very purpose of bringing it within the permission of the law ? 

Mr. Baker. It may have been. 

Senator Jones. And if it had less than 50 rooms, then of course it 
w^ould be shut out ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes. 

Senator Jones. Unless you gave it a restaurant license, which you 
w^ould probably have done, would you not ? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir. 

Senator Jones. Why not? 

Mr. Baker. Because it would not be a hotel; it would have to be a 
hotel before it got that close to a schoolhouse. 

Senator Jones. What is that ? 

Mr. Baker. A hotel would be the only thing — a hotel or club. 

Senator Jones. You know that that was the onlv reason that that 
addition was put on there, so as to permit it to be that close to a 
schoolhouse ? 

Mr. Baker. I know that it was done, but I did not know that it 
was done for that reason. 

Senator Jones. Do you think that saloon is a desirable thing 
there, close to that schoolhouse, whether that hotel has 50 rooms or 
a thousand rooms ? 

Mr. Baker. Well, I would not Uke to say. 

Senator Jones. It woidd be just as undesirable with 50 rooms as 
it would be with 45 rooms, would it not ? 

Mr. Baker. I do not know but what it would. 

Senator Jones. The intention of the law was to keep these saloons 
away from the schoolhouses, was it not ? 

Mr. Baker. It seems to have been. 

Senator Jones. You know that you had discretion, even if they 
had 50 rooms in that hotel, to refuse that Ucense, do you not ? 

Mr. Baker. Well, we would have to have reasons. 

Senator Jones. Does not the law give you full discretion with 
reference to the granting of any license under it ? 

Mr. Baker. It does if it is a disorderly house; or if we find that 
the proprietor is a disorderly or an undesirable person, we may 
refuse his Ucense. 



Digitized by VjOOQIC 



206 EXCISE BOABB OF THE DISTBICT OF COLUMBIA. 

Senator Jones. Can you point to any section in the law that re- 
quires you to grant a license ? 

Mr. Bakeb. No, sir. 

Senator Jones. There is not any, is there ? 

Mr. Bakeb. No, sir. 

Senator Jones. And do you not know that that law was drawn 
tiiat way in the hope that an excise board would take care of places 
like that and keep these places away from these schoolhouses, at any 
rate, and churches? Do you not think that is the reason the law 
was written that way ? 

Mr. Bakeb. I did not think so; no, sir. 

Senator Jones. You do not think so ? 

Mr. Baejjb. I mean I did not think of it at that time. 

Senator Jones. Well, before you had acted on these Ucenses you 
had not given this law very much consideration, had you ? 

Mr. Baejjb. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. As to what its intent was ? 

Mr. Bakeb. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. And as to the purpose that was sought to be 
attained by it ? 

Mr. Bakeb. Yes. 

Senator Jones. You had given it a good deal of study ? 

Mr. Bakeb. Yes, I had. 

Senator Jones. Had you come to a conclusion that it was desirable 
to have a hotel of 50 rooms with a barroom license within 400 feet 
of a public school ? 

Mr. Bakeb. Well, I don't know as I did. 

Senator Jones. At any rate, the fact that there was a new addi- 
tion put on to that place there, that brought it up to the 50 rooms, 
and made it possible for you to grant the Ucense, did not prevent 
you from taking that into consid^ation and refusing the license? 

Mr. Bakeb. No, sir. 

Senator Jones. When you foimd that it had 50 rooms, it did not 
make any difference to you whether it was 400 feet or 200 feet from 
a schoolhouse, and you granted the license; is not that a fact? 

Mr. Bakeb. It seems to be a fact in that case. 

Senator Jones. And if that building had been within 100 feet of a 
schoolhouse, you would have granted the license just the same, 
would you Jiot? 

Mr. Bakeb. I suppose 

Senator Jones, if it had 50 rooms ? 

Mr. Bakeb. I suppose so. 

Senator Jones, in other words, you do not take into accoimt the 
apparent desire of the law to keep these saloons away from the 
scnoolhouses if it is possible to grant them a license under the terms 
of the law, do you ? 

Mr. Bakeb. I do not know about that. 

Senator Jones. The board has granted a saloon Ucense everywhere 
it could, has it not? 

Mr. Bakeb. No, sir. 

Senator Jones. Where did you ever refuse one that you could 
have granted ? 

Mr. Bakeb. I just do not recall now; but I do not think we granted 
all that the place would admit of. That is what you had reference to ? 
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Senator Jokes. What do you say? 

Senator Thompson. You mean up to the number of 3001 

Senator Jones. Yes. 

Mr. Bakeb. Oh, yes; I guess we have. 

The Chairman. Did you hear the evidence that was adduced be- 
fore you as to the character of the conduct of the bar and the char- 
acter of the manager of the Hotel Grand ? 

Mr. Bakeb. Yes, sir. 

The Chaibman. Do you not think it shows the management to 
have been disreputable and undesirable, and shows the manager to be 
a man of improper character? Do you not think it was sumcient to 
justify you in not licensing him agam? 

Mr. Bakeb. I would not so regard it. I would not think so. 

The Chaibman. Was it not shown before you that that had been 
a place where men and women met to make assignations for immoral 
purposes ? 

Mr. Bakeb. It was not. 

The Chaibman. That was not shown ? 

Mr. Bakeb. No, sir. 

The Chaibman. Did not Lieut. Catts testify in that case that he 
had examined it and that he foimd it to be a disreputable place? 

Mr. Bakeb. I do not so recaU it, sir. 

The Chaibman. Do you recall any testimony about Marks's place, 
as to the disreputable character of that place? 

Mr. Bakeb. No, sir; I do not. 

The CHADEtMAN. Do you recall anything about the Tremont House, 
as to the disreputable character of that place, frqm which five men 
and women were taken out, having been found in a disgraceful situa- 
tion together? 

Mr. Bakeb. I recall that. 

The Chaibman. You do recall that? 

Mr. Bakeb. Yes^sir. 

The Chaibman. Why did you vote to give that man a license? 
Did not that show a disreputable character? 

Mr. Bakeb. That was not a violation of the liquor law. 

The Chairman. I understand; but this law says that you can take 
into consideration the character of the manager. Has not that been 
called to your attention before? 

Mr. Bakeb. No, sii^— oh, yes : I recognize that. 

The Chaibman. You remember lieut. Sprinkle's report on the 
Grand Hotel? 

Mr. Bakeb. Yes^sir. 

The Chaibbcan. JDid not that report show it to be a disreputable 
place? 

Mr. Bakeb. I recall his testimony, but it always contradicted 
everything he said. 

The Chaibman (reading) ; 

Hereafter no Ucense shaU be issued to a hotel having less than 50 bedrooms for 
guests, nor to any hotel the character of which, or the character of the proprietor or 
manager of which, is shown to be objectionable to said board. 

Did not the testimony that you heard in the Tremont Hotel case 
show the manager to have an imdesirable character? Would that 
character be objectionable to you? 
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Mr. Baker. I do not recall that it was put in that form. 

The Chairman. You mean that you do not recall that the law is 
in that form ? 

Mr. Baker. No; the testimony. 

The Chairman. You said you recalled the testimony that five men 
and women were taken out of there, having been foimd in disgraceful 
situations. Does not that show that the place was disreputaole and 
that the man's character was improper ? 

(The witness did not answer.) 

The Chairman. Would you not say so ? 

Mr. Baker. I do not know; I guess I would. 

Senator Jones. Do you think that is a proper way to carry on a 
place of that kind ? 

Mr. Baker. No; I did not say that; no, sir. 

Senator Thompson. Did you visit the Philadelphia House? 

Mr, Baker. No, sir. 

Senator Thompson. You did not ? 

Mj. Baker. I went there officially; not with the gentlemen that 
made that night visit. 

Senator Thompson. Oh, you were not there at that time ? 

^fr. Baker. No, sir. 

The Chairman. Did you not hear the testimony of Lieut. Catts 
and Mr. Howes regarding the Philadelphia House ? 

Mr. Baker. I do not recall it now. 

The Chairman. Do you not recall it? 

Mr. Baker. I do not recall it exact. I recall their appearing there, 
but I do not recall their testimony. 

The Chairman. Do you not recall that it was a place that was 
notorious as a resort for colored prostitutes, and that they had 
arrested many men and women in otner parts of the city for immoral 
practices who told them that they had come directly from the 
Philadelphia House ? Do you not recall that ? 

Mr. Baker. I do not recall it. 

Senator Jones. As I understand, imder your rules you permit the 
saloons to open their doors a quarter of an hour before 7 in the 
morning, ana also to have them open two hours on Simday ? 

Mr. Baker. We do not permit them to open their doors. We per- 
mit them to go in and arrange things 16 mmutes before. 

Senator Jones. But you do not permit the doors to be opened? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir. 

Senator Jones. You do permit them to be in the saloon two hours 
on Simday, but not have tne doors open? 

Mr. Baker. For cleaning purposes and sanitary conditions onlv. 

Senator Jones. How can tney clean out their building thoroughly 
without opening the doors? 

Mr. Baker. They are not allowed to open the doors. 

Senator Jones. Under what provision of the law do you permit 
them to go in their building on Sunday? 

Mr. Baker. Only for that purpose. 

Senator Jones. Under what provision of the law do you permit 
th)Dm to go in there for any purpose on Sunday? 

Mr. Baker. It is not to dispense or to use in any shape or form. 
They are instructed in that particular. 
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Senator Jones. Is there anything m the law that authorizes you 
to make any regulation about that? 

Mr. Bakeb. There is nothing against it that I can find. 

Senator Jones. Is there anything in the law that requires you to 
give them permission to go into the place on Sunday ? 

Mr. Bakeb. No. 

Senator Jones. They can go in there and be in there all day if they 
keep it closed and do not dispense anything, can they not ? 

Mr. Bakeb. No, sir. 

Senator Jones. Why not? 

Mr. Bakeb. Because the hours they are to be in there are stated. 
Policemen are notified of the hours. 

Senator Jones. But the law does not say that they can not be in 
their places, does it ? 

Mr. Bakeb. I do not know as it does. 

Senator Jones. Then you can not prevent them from being in 
there, can you? 

Mr. Bakeb. Nothing more than that. 

Senator Jones. I would like to know why you issued those rules. 

Mr. Bakeb. They were for sanitary purposes, more particularly. 

Senator Jones. Why could they not clean up after 7 o'clock and 
get ready to start for the rest of the day ? 

Mr. Bakeb. I suppose they could. 

Senator Jones. They would have plenty of time to get about every- 
thing coming along during that time, would they not ? 

Mr. Bakeb. I think so. 

Senator Jones. What led you to grant that rule, then, to let them 
go in there before 7 o'clock? 

Mr. Bakeb. I do not just recall what led us to do that. 

Senator Jones. Who asked you to do that ? 

Mr. Bakeb. I do not recall that. 

Senator Jones. You do not remember anything about it ? 

Mr. Bakeb. No. 

The Chaibman. What efforts have you made, if any, Mr. Baker, 
to find whether the saloon keepers were really not doing any business 
during these two hours that you allowed them to enter their places 
on Simday? Have you ma^e any personal inspections of any of 
these ^aces on Sunday ? 

Mr. J3akeb. I do not go out on personal inspections, but when I am 
out on Sundays I pay attention to it myself. 

The Chaibhan. How many have you really inspected along that 
line? 

Mr. Bakeb. I really do not know; I could not say. Only those 
which would come in my way during my walks. 

The Chaibman. As many as 50 ? 

Mr. Bakeb. I would not say as many as 50. 

The Chaibman. Have you gone into any of them on Sunday? 

Mr. Bakeb. Have I ? 

The Chaibman. Yes. 

Mr. Bakeb. No, sir. 

The Chaibman. Then you could not say that you have made an 
inspection, could you ? 

Mr. Bakeb. I mean the screens are supposed to be open and you 
can see in. That is what I had reference to — see from the outside; a 
view from the outside only. 
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The Chairman. You have an inspector, have you not ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. Mr. Waldo Hibbs ? 

Mr. Baker. Y^, sir. 

The Chairman. Whom you keep in your office as a stenographer? 

Mr. Baker. At times; yes, sir. 

The Chairman. He testified that he had done nothing but steno- 
graphic work since November 1, and that you had not directed him 
to make any investigation in that time. 

Mr. Baker. I do not recall that we have. 

TheOsAiRMAN. The law gives him pohce powers in connection 
with investigations ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes. 

The Chairman. Bias the board itself made any inspections since 
November 1, for the purpose of seeing whether the oarrooms are 
conducted in an orderly manner ? 

Mr. Baker. I can not recall that they have; not officially. 

The ChaAiRMAN. Do you not think tnat inspections from time to 
time are contemplated by the law — official inspections ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes. 

The Chairman. Through your inspector ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes. 

The Chairman. Why have you not given him some orders and 
rules to go by ? 

Mr. Baker. Just at this time he has been very busy in the office, 
and all the force has been quite busy; and with the Christmas holidays 
coining in and all that, I suppose we have not been able to get at it. 

The Chairman. It would seem that Christmas, of all times, would 
be the time when these places ought to be watched most vigilantly, 
when people are out for a good time. 

Mr. JBaker. Yes. 

Senator Jones. Has the board taken up for consideration the mat- 
ter of issuing orders and instructions and rules to the inspector? 

Mjp. Baker. Stating the rules, do you mean? 

Senator Jones. Yes. 

Mr. Bakei^. No; I do not know as it has. 

Senator Jones. As to inspections; that is what I mean. I mean 
since the 1st of November. 

Mr. Baker. No. 

Senator Jones. Do you understand that imder the law the real 
duty of this injector is to see that the saloons are carried on accord- 
ing to law; that that is what he is for? 

Mr. Baker. I did not understand he was just for that only. 

Senator Jones. Do you not understand that that is the principal 
thing? The law savs there shall be a clerk at $1,500, and the law 
says that there shall also be an inspector at $1,500, who shall have 
police power and who shall inspect imder the orders of the board. 

lib*. Baker. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. I will read it [reading] : 

Par. 3. That the said board shall appoint a clerk at a salary of $1,500 per annum 
and an inspector with police powers at a salary of $1,500 per annum. Saia inspector 
shall make inspections as mav be required by this section, imder the orders of the 
board, and make full report of such inispections to the board. He shall wear a badge 



Digitized by VjOOQIC 



EXCISE 90ARD OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. 211 

indicating that he is such inq>ector of the excise board. The board shall keep a full 
record of all app^lications for license, of all recommendations for and remonstrances 
against the granting of licenses, and the actions taken thereon. * 

Senator Jones. Do you not think the purpose of that is that it 
shall be this man's duty to see from time to time that the saloons are 
obeying the law ? 

Mr. Sakeb. Under orders of the board ? 

Senator Jones. Why, certainly. The board is not going to give 
him any orders about that 

Mr. Bakeb. Oh, yes; it would. 

Senator Jones. When? 

Mr. Bakeb. I do not just know about that. 

The Chaibman. The law savs that said inspector shall make inspec- 
tions as he shall be required by this section, imder the orders of the 
board. That makes it mandatory on both him and the board that 
these inspections be made; and the spirit of the law is that they shall 
be made frequently. 

Senator Jones. And that he should go around at imusual times, 
so as to find any violations that may be taking place. Do you not 
understand that that provision was put in there for the purpose of 
enabling the board to see that the law is comphed with ? The very 
word ''mspector" implies that. Is not that true? 

Mr. Bakeb. Yes, su*. 

Senator Jones. The board never has considered the matter of pre- 
paring orders under which the inspector shall act ? 

Mr. Baker. No; it h^ no specific orders. 

Senator Jones. Why did you not select a clerk who was a sten- 
ographer ? 

Mr. Baker. I do not know why. 

Senator Jones. You knew you were going to have a good deal of 
stenographic work, and that was largely clerical. That is supposed to 
be clerical work, is it not ? 

Mr. Baker. I do not know 

vSenator Jones. That does not come under the head of inspection, 
does it ? 

Mr. Bakeb. No; not entirely. 

Senator Jones. And it would not be impUed as a part of the duties 
of the inspector to act as a stenographer, would it ? 

Mr. Baker. He is there under the orders of the board, whatever 
they may be. / 

Senator Jones. Do you think that taking testimony in regard to 
these licenses is inspecting ? 

Mr. Baker. No. 

Senator Jones. Did the board think that ? 

IVtr. Baker. No; they did not think that was inspection. 

Senator Jones. When did you expect this inspector to do any 
inspecting work ? 

Mr . Baker. I expect him to do quite a good deal of it from now on 
to the busy season again. 

Senator Jones. And then you expect him to do stenographic work 
again? 

Mr. Baker. Yes. 

Senator Jones. Do you not think that you had better let him act 
as an inspector and have a clerk who can do this stenographic work ? 

S4513'— S. Doc. 981, 63-3 15 
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Do you not think you would come more nearly to a compliance with 
the mtent of the law if you should d'o that ? 

Mr. Bakeb. I do not know as we would. 

Senator Jones. You think that the law intends this inspector to 
inspect only when he is directed by the board, and that the board is 
under no obligation to give any such directions unless they want to ? 

Mr. Baker. No; I do not think that way, entirely. He is always 
a;n inspector. He is not an inspector under our orders. If he sees 
anything in violation of law he surely would report it. That is what 
we expect. 

Senator Jones. But you do not give him any opportunity to go out 
and inspect. You keep him at work in the office. Is not that true ? 

Mr. Baker. He has been there during the hours from 9 to 4.30, of 
course. 

Senator Jones. Those are regular office hours, are they not? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. You have not given him any orders about inspec- 
ting work afterwards, have you ? 

Mr. Baker. No— we have given him some; yes. 

Senator Jones. What orders have you given him ? 

Mr. Baker. We have sent him out on inspections. 

Senator Jones. But that was to examine this particular matter 
with reference to these appUcations for Ucenses? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir. 

Senator Jones. Was it to see whether the law had been violated 
or not? Was that last year, before the 1st of November? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. Nothing has been done since that ? 

Mr. Baker. No. 

The Chairman. I will state that he testified that he visited 130 
places last vear, about May and June and July, when there were 
some 600 saloons, I beheve, in the District. 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir; there were over 500. 

Senator Thompson. There is one class of people who are absolutely 
excluded by the law from these places where Uquor is sold; that 
is, minors ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Thompson. There could not be any mistake about the 
construction of the language, "that no minor imder the age of 18 
years shall be allowed to enter or be permitted to remain in any place 
where intoxicating liquors are sold, other than a hotel, restaurant, or 
club '' ? Have you not hj your rules extended that to grocery stores 
and other places selling hquor with other things, and permitted the 
building of a Uttle two by four railing around that part, and per- 
mitted the minors to go in there, witnin that raiUng — or without 
the raihiTg ? 

Mr. Baker. They stay without the raUing. 

Senator Thompson. Do you permit them to go into these places? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Thompson. Just so they stay without that little railing. Do 

{rou not think that that is an evasion of the direct prohibition of this 
aw with respect to minors, if Uquor is sold there ? The law says any 
place where it is sold, you know. Has your attention ever been 
called to that before ? 
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Mr. Bakeb. I do not know as it has; no, sir. 

Senator Thompson. You do know that they have these little rail- 
ings around, in wholesale houses where they handle other things ? 

Mr. Bakeb. I do. 

Senator Thompson. And that a child of any age ia permitted to 
go there and buy peanuts or candy ? 

Mr. Bakeb. I do. 

Senator Thompson. And that there may be adults on the other 
side of the railing buying whisky or any other intoxicating Uquor? 

Mr. Bakeb. 'mat is true. 

Senator TnoBiPSON. Do you not think that the very objects of the 
law have been nullified, then, with reference to pronibiting minors 
from seeing transactions or knowing of transactions of that kind? 

Mr. Bakeb. No; I do not so r^ard it. 

Senator Thompson. There is also a direct provision of the law 
that there shall be but one entrance to a place where intoxicating 
liquors are sold. I will give the exact language (reading:) 

Nor provide or permit to be used more than one entrance to said barroom from the 
street, which entrance shall be the one mentioned in his application for license, unless 
the excise board shidl especially permit an extra entrance. 

Those appUcations for extra entrances are common, are they not ? 

Mr. Bakeb. Not very common. 

Senator Thompson. Your report shows that there were 39 re- 
quests during the fiscal year ending June 30, 1914. Do you remember 
that? 

Mr. Baker. That is, last year? 

Senator Thompson. Yes; 1914, it says here. Do you remember 
how many were refused out of those 39 ? 

Mr. Bak^r. I can not recall. 

The Chairman. One, I think. 

Senator Thompson. During the fiscal year ending June 30, 1914, 
39 requests for permission to maintain such extra entrances were 
presented to the board, of which 38 were granted and 1 was refused. 
Is that correct? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Thompson. It is rather a formal matter to apply for an 
extra entrance and get it by the board? What is the proceaure? 

Mr. Baker. What doyou mean ? 

Senator Thompson. TV) get an extra entrance. 

Mr. Baker. They apply for permission, and we go and inspect 
them and see whether it is permissible and proper for us to grant 
it, and report. 

Senator Thompson. Whether it is permissible. Supposing that 
Mr. Miller should apply to have an extra entrance on E Street. What 
would your idea be about granting an entrance there ? 

Mr. Baker. He would not get it. 

Senator Thompson. Why not ? 

Mr. Baker. We would not grant an extra entrance where we 
would not issue a Ucense. 

Senator Thompson. And you would not issue a license because it 
would make an extra saloon on that street ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Thompson. And it is still there ? 

Mr. Baker. It is so considered. 
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The Chairman. If you did give him an extra entrance at the same 
place of business, it would make another saloon on E Street ? 

Mr. Baker. Not an extra entrance, Senator. The application for 
a hcense is on Fourteenth Street. 

The Chairman. I say, if now he were to apply for an extra entrance 
on Fourteenth Street at his present place of business, and you were 
to rive it to him, it would make four saloons on that street ? 

Mr. Baker. On Fourteenth Street ? 

The Chairman. On E Street. I mean if he were now to apply for 
an extra entrance on E Street, and you were to give it to him at the 
same place of business, it would make four saloons on E Stre0t? 

Mr. Baker. If we should give it to him it would. 

The Chairman. How can an entrance create a saloon ? 

Mr. Baker. It does not create a saloon. 

Senator Jones. That would be the reason why you would deny him 
an extra entrance, because it would make four saloons on E Street? 

Mr. Baker. I have just stated we would not grant an extra en- 
trance where we could not license a saloon. 

Senator Jones. You have hcensed that saloon ? 

Mr. Baker. On Fourteenth Street. 

Senator Jones. But the body of the saloon is the same. 

Mr. Baker. Fourteenth Street is where we Ucensed that, sir. 

Senator Thompson. You have 300 saloons, as I understand it. 
That does not necessarily mean just 300 places where liquor is sold 
under a hcense, does it ? 

Mr. Baker. How is that ? 

Senator Thompson. I say you have issued 300 saloon Ucenses — I 
think that is what you call them 

Mr. Baker. Barroom Ucenses. 

Senator Thompson. That does not necessarily mean only 300 places 
where intoxicating hquor is sold, does it ? 

Mr. Baker. I just do not catch your question. 

The Chairman. He asks whether there are anv other places in the 
city where intoxicating liquors are sold besides these licensed places! 

Mr. Baker. Do I understand you to say that 

The Chairman. He asks that. Do you know of any other places 
where intoxicating Uquors are sold besides these you have licensed? 

Mr. Baker. I do not. 

Senator Thompson. Some of these licenses you call restaurant 
licenses are double-barrded concerns; they can have a bar, and serve 
in another room in the way of a restaurant; is that right? 

Mr. Baker. The restaurant privilege carries that. 

Senator Thompson. I mean they are just the same, only for table 
arrangements 

Mr. Baker. It is served from the hcensed place; the way 1 under- 
stand it. We do not hcense the other place at all. It is only served 
from the licensed place. 

Senator Thompson. Of course it is bought and paid for just the 
same as at any other place, except that they do not stand up to the 
bar; is not that right? What 1 am trying to get at is that there 
are really more than 300 places where they are buying and selling 
intoxicating liquors. 

Mr. Baker. Not to my knowledge. 
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Senator Thompson. Take, for instance, tfie Grand Hotel. There 
is a restaurant there, and then they have some kind of an entertain- 
ment, with dancing going on downstairs all the time. They sell it 
down there, xio they not ? 

Mr. Baker. Thev serve it there from the bar, as I understand it. 
I have never been there. 

Senator Thompson. But the man or the woman does not go up to 
the bar to pay the bill ? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir. 

Senator Thompson. They buy it and sell it right there? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Thompson. So it is at Geyer's. They have a bar, and then 
in addition to that they have a large restaurant upstairs and down- 
stairs, and they buy and sell Uquor in those places just the same as 
in the saloon, under a restaurant license ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Thompson. That is true in many^ many places; is it not? 

Mr. Baker. I suppose so. 

Senator Thompson. So that there are a large number of places 
where intoxicating liquors are sold other than these 300 licensed 
places ? 

(The witness did not answer.) 

Senator Jones. Mr. Baker, I imderstand that you have not been 
asked about the granting of barroom Ucenses in the residence dis- 
tricts, and places where less than 50 per cent of the frontage is 
occupied by business houses. I understand that the board has held 
that that provision of the law does not apply to hotels and clubs in 
those sections ? 

Mr. Baker. That is correct. 

Senator Jones. What authority has the board for holding any- 
thing of that kind in the law? The law says that no barroom license 
shall be granted in those places. Why did you put in a provision 
excepting clubs and hotels, when such a rule is not m the law ? 

Mr. Baker. May I read from this [exhibiting a paper] ? 

Senator Jones. You may read from it, yes; but I should think 
you ought to be able to give your reason without reading from 
something. 

Mr. Baker. We put it in thinking we were giving the expression of 
Congress. 

Senator Jones. Why did you put it in ? 

Mr. Baker. I do not know just why we put it in, except 

Senator Jones. You may read what you have there. 

lifr. Baker (reading) : 

The portion of the excise law which, upon a casual reading by itself, would seem to 
exclude the granting of barroom licenses to hotels and clubs in the residence portion 
of the District of Cwnmbia reads as follows: 

Senator Jones. What are you reading from ? 
Mr. Baker. Minutes. [Continuing reading:] 

Pas. 2. sub. sec. 7. Hereafter no license shall be granted for the establishment or maintenance of a 
barroom or other place for the sale of intoxicating liquors otherwise than in sealed packages and not to be 
dnmk on the premises, in any residential portion of the District of Columbia; and it shall be the duty 
of the excise lK)ard to determine in the case of each application for license whether the location where 
the barroom is to be located is or is not within the business portion of the District, and if not the license 
shall be denied; and the excise board is hereby authorized and required to determine in each case what 
is so far devoted to business as to constitute It a business street or section; provided, that no license sball 
be granted for any saloon or barroom on any side of any square, block, or Iracu of land where less than 
50 per cent of the foot frontage, not indudmg saloons or hotels and clubs having barroom licenses under 
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this section, is used for business puiposes; nor shall intoxicating liquors be sold at wholesale outside oC 
the business districts as above provided. 

In the absence of specific words permitting the licensing of hotels and qlubs outside 
of the business districts, the board believes it is clearly shown that Congress intended 
to make a distinction between a barroom as such and a barroom license held by hotela 
and clubs as is evident from the language just quoted. 

(The balance of the paper referred to by Mr. Baker, and not read, 
is here printed in full as loUows:) 

In determining on the 50 per cent of business frontage, the law says you must not indude " saloons or 
hotels arid clubs having barroom licenses." 

Paragraph 2 also provides, subsection 2, that — 

Hereafter no license shall be issued to a hotel having less than fifty bedrooms, etc. 

And in subsection 3, that — 

Not more than three saloons or barrooms other than in hotels and dvbs shall be permitted, etc. 

And same paragraph, subsection 4 — 

No saloon, barroom, or other place wherein intoxicating liquor is sold at retail or wholesale, other than 
hotels and dubs, shall be licensed, allowed, or maintained, within four hundred feet of any public school- 
house, etc. 

And same paragr&ph, subsection 5 — 

In the issuing of licenses for barrooms it shall be the dutv of the excise board to adopt such a policy as 
will reduce the number of barrooms, including those in hotels and clubs, to not exceeding three hundred. 

Paragraph 5 provides, among other things, that — 

A barroom license shall be required for every hotel, tavern, barroom, drib, or other place, etc. * * * 
'^here shall not be granted licenses to more than twenty-five clubs, including those now granted. 

Paragraph 14 provides that — 

No license, except in the cases of hotels, restaurants, and clubs, shall permit the playing of pod or 
billiards, nor shall he, except in the cases of hotels, restaurants, and clubs, permit the playing of musio or 
theatricals of any kind, or provide other amusements in his place of business or in connection therewith 
* * * and the sale or dispensing of liquors, except in the case of hotels, restaurants, and clubs, shall be 
confined to the room in which said bar is located. 

Congress has seen fit to permit the issuance of barroom licenses in hotels and clubs 
near schools, churches, and colleges; in fact hotel ancTclub licenses can be issued 
under the law (par. 2, subsec. 5) in buildings immediately adjoining churches, 
schools, and colleges. Can it be s^ously contended that Congress intended to 
permit the licensing of these hotels and clubs adjoining schools, churches, and 
colleges, and yet preclude the licensing of such institutions (hotels and clubs) "in 
any residence portion of the District of Columbia" ? It is the exception to find a 
church, school, or college in the business section of the city. More than that, in 
paragraph 2, subsection 3 of the law fixing the number of barrooms that might be 

E laced on one or both sides of a street, the law expressly excludes in liie calculation 
censes granted to hotels and clubs. 

Senator Jones. Mr. Baker, what is there in that language that 
makes it evident that it was the intention of Congress to exclude 
hotels and clubs ? 

Mr. Bakeb. It is Just as we gather it. 

Senator Jones. You say it is plain there. What is it that makes 
it plain ? 

Mr. Bakeb. If you will just let me read the rest of this, it might 
explain it. 

Senator Jones. Who is the gentleman behind you handing you 
these papers and prompting you with reference to these matters? 
Who is he? 

Mr. Bakeb. He is our clerk. 

Senator Jones. Oh, he is the clerk to the board ? 

Mr. Bakeb. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. I wish, Mr. Baker, you would point out something 
in that provision that you have right there that shows it was the 
intention of Coi^ess to except hotels and clubs from that prohibition. 

Mr. Bakeb. ido not know that I can. 
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Senator Jones. Who prepared that memorandum ? 

Mr. Bakeb. It was prepared by us. 

Senator Jones. Did you prepare it ? 

Mr. Bakeb. No. 

Senator Jones. Who did ? 

Mr. Bakeb. I think the chairman did. 

Senator Jones. The chairman prepared it ? 

Mr. Bakeb. Yes, sir. 

The Chaibman. And it expressed your views i 

Mr. Bakeb. Yes. 

Senator Jones. Can you give me any reasons for, or anything in 
that law that indicates, the conclusion that you have reached, or 
supports it ? 

Mr. Bakeb. I do not know as I can. 

Senator Jones. You can not point out anything in that law that 
warrants the idea that Congress intended to leave out clubs and 
hotels ? 

Mr. Bakeb. I do not know that I can. 

Senator Jones. Do you understand that it is your duty to execute 
this law as it is and not to supplement it by acts of your own ? 

Mr. Bakeb. We were to promulgate rules and regulations to 
aid 

Senator Jones. Oh, yes; but vou were to carry out this law. You 
were not to make law, were you ? 

Mr. Bakeb. No, sir. 

Senator Jones. You have done it there, have you not ? 

Mr. Bakeb. It might appear that way. 

Senator Jones. You say it was evidently the intention of Congress 
to exclude them, but you did not do it, so you are going to do it by 
the rule. Is not that the result of. that action ? 

Mr. Bakeb. I do not know but what it might appear that way. 

Senator Jones. You say it looks as if Congress might pronibit 
this, but you did not thint that was the intent. So you have tried 
to supply what you think Congre^ omitted, by yom* rule ? 

Mr. JBakeb. Not necessarily. 

Senator Jones. Why is it that the board has not carried out this 
law as it is written, instead of trying to make it what they thought 
it ought to be ? WTiy have you not done it ? 

Mr. Bakeb. We thought we were doing it. 

Senator Jones. You thought you were carrying it out the way 
Congress intended it to be ? 

A&. Bakeb. Yes. 

Senator Jones. But not the way it is written. Is not that true! 

(The witness did not answer.) 

Senator Jones. You have granted barroom licenses in places 
where less than 60 per cent of the frontage was business, have you 
not? 

Mr. Bakeb. No, sir. 

Senator Jones. Do you know where the Cairo Hotel is ? 

Mr. Bakeb. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. Do you know whether there is any business on 
that side of the street except the drug store on the comer ? 

Mr. Bakeb. We have said, except hotels 
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Senator Jones. I was not asking you about hotels, particularly. 
I was asking you if you had not granted barroom licenses where 
less than 50 per cent of the foot frontage was occupied by busi- 
ness houses. You have done that in a number of cases, have you 
not? 

Mr. Baker. Hotels and clubs. 

Senator Jones. But the law does not except them. 

Mr. Baker. I do not know that it does. 

The Chairman. Do you know of any breweries located in residence 
districts ? h^ 

Mr. Baker. I can not recall one. ^'^ 

The Chairman. Could you furnish the committee with a list of the 
liquor properties owned by local breweries ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. Do your records show who owns these various 
liquor houses ? 

Mr. Baker. It was brought out in the application. They have to 
state in the application who owns the property in which the saloon 
is to be. 

The Chairman. Do the breweries own any of these saloons ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes. 

The Chairman. How many? 

Mr. Baker. I could not tell you. 

The Chairman. Gen. Smith, have you any recollection along that 
line? 

Mr. Smith. I have not, sir. 

The Chairman. How many, approximately ? 

Mr. Smith. I do not know; but it is a very easy matter to get up 
the data. 

The Chairman. Will you furnish us a list of them ? 

Mr. Smith. It will be here to-morrow morning for you. 

(The list referred to is here printed in full as follows:) 

List of properties owned by brewers^ or brewery companies in which barroom licenses were 

'asked for in 1914. 



Barroom 
appika- 
tiion No. 



9 
13 

19 
29 
30 
34 

42 

47 

52 

59 
73 
74 
75 
79 
80 

82 
96 

101 
108 



Applicant. 



JobnRickles... 
Leopold Birkle. 



Louise Gordon 

Samuel A. Taylor. 
Isaac H.Rowland. 
A. J. Lohse 



Ck)mmercial Hotel Co. 

Julius Egloff 

Jacob Kronheim , 



Tim. H. O'Connor. 

Gus. A. Brahler 

Frank Stoermer 

Martin McDonald. . 

P. J. Callan 

John Morris 



D. E. Riordan.... 
Stephen Chaconas . 



Frank Endres 

JohnC.Ronayne.. 



Location. 



300 Sixth Street NW. 
1245 H Street NE 



407 Q Street NW 

212 Ninth Street NW. 
511 Ninth Street NW. 
1021 E Street NW 



640 Pennsylvania Avenue 

NW. 
200 Third Street SE 



123 Pennsylvania Avenue 
NW. 

1217 E Street NW 

410 E Street NE 

1326 Sixth Street SW 

1200 D Street NW 

238 Second Street NW 

1610U Street NW 



227 Seventh Street SW. . . . 
468 Pennsylvania Avenue 
NW. 

1015 1 Street NW 

501 H Street NE 



Owner, Nov. 1, 1914. 



Albert Carry , 

A. and C. A. Carry, trus- 
tees. 

do 

A. Carry et al 

Christian Heurich , 

National Capitol Brewing 
Co. 

A. Carry, Trustee 



National Capitol Brewing 

Co. 
do 



Christian Heurich 
WashiuKton Brewing Co.. 

Albert Carry 

A. Carry 

do.. 

National Capitol Brewing 

Co. 

A. Carry 

National Capitol Brewing 

Co. 
Christian Heurich 



National Capitol ^rewing 



Disposition. 



Refused. 
Granted. 

Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Refused. 

Granted. 

Do. 
Refused. 
Granted. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Do. 

Do. 
Do. 
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lAit of properties otoned by brewers or bretvery companies in which barroom licenses were 
ashed for in 1914 — Continued. 



Barrom 
pUca- 
»nNo. 



appUca- 
tioi ^' 



125 
146 
147 
152 
154 

155 
156 
167 
202 
206 
211 
213 
216 

219 
220 
237 
251 
241 

250 
267 
297 
300 

310 

311 
319 



332 
342 

345 
354 
373 

362 

379 
400 

406 
411 

410 



Applicant. 



Ward Savage. 



Eugene Daly 

Elizabeth Mack. 
D. F. Sullivan.. 

Fritz Henog 

Wm.Fahey 



P. L. Keyser 

Emma Hennige 

Edw. Mannix 

J.W.Gray 

JohnZirwes 

May E. Thomas 

O'Hanlon & Murray. 
M. M. Lyons 



Rud. Haenisoh 

Bruno Fischer 

Annie £. Hohmann. 
Jas. B. McDonnell.. 
W.J. F. Rupertus.. 



Maurice Ganey . . . 
John R. Uorrk . . . 
Louis H. Nesline . 
Geo. Schnebel 



KainLipnick.. 

W. J. O'Leary. 
J.J. Ronayne... 
Maurice Keane.. 



Location. 



444 Ninth Street N W 

3050KStreetNW 

1425 H Street NE 

1400 North Capitol Street. 

1115 E Street NW 

1201 Twentieth Street 
NW. 

429 Eighth Street NW 

1421 H Street NE 

3059MStreetNW 

636DStreetNW 

301 Pennsylvania Avenue 

711 O Street NW 

1521 Seventh Street NW. . 

906 Pennsylvania Avenue 
NW. 

643DStreetNW 

1148 Water Street SW 

475 L Street NW 

312 Seventh Street SW . . . . 

1418 Pennsylvania Ave- 
nue NW. 

615 Seventh Street N W. . . 

2027 Virginia Avenue N W . 

2401 1 Street NW 

900 Eighth Street SE 



Owner, Nov. 1, 1894.. Disposition. 



National Capital Brewing Granted. 
Co. 

do Do. 

do Refused. 

A. Carry Do. 

do Granied. 

Christian Heurich 1 Refused. 

.do Granted. 



R. R. Hogan 

I/. J. Kearney 

Wm. H. Achterkirchen. 



C. J . Conlon 

Wm. E. Burke . 
J. J. Flanagan .. 

C. C. Leavens. . . 



W. J. Brown . . . . 
Thos. McCarthy . 



T.J. Fanning.... 
Michael Raftery . 



Miller Bros. 



1332 Wisconsin Avenue 
NW. 

733 North Capitol Street. . 

436LStreetNW 

1743 Pennsylvania Ave- 
nue NW. 

3033 M Street NW 

1811LStreetNW 

4530 Wisconsin Avenue 
NW. 

1009 Eleventh Street SE . . 

3258 M Street NW 

439 New Jersey Avenue 
NW. 

New Jersey Avenue and 
C Street SE. 

709O Street NW 

1004 Pennsylvania Ave- 
nue NW. 

1228 D Street NW 

1908 Pennsylvania Ave- 
nue NW. 

501 Fourteenth Street N W . 



A. Carry. 
Christian Heurich. 

A. Carry 

Christian Heurich. 

A. Carry 

Christian Heurich. 
do 



do 

do 

A. Carry 

Robt. Portner, estate 

Christian Heurich 

Abner-Drury Co 

A. Carry 

do 

National Caoital Brewing 

Co. 
....do 



A. Carry, trustee... 

P. l\. Drury 

Christian Heurich . 



I 



Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 

Do. 
Refused. 

Do. 
Granted. 

Do. 

Do. 
Refused. 
Do. 
Do. 

Do. 

Granted. 
Refused. 
Granted. 



Abner-Drury Co i Do. 

A. Carry, trustee Do. 

Christian Heurich Refused. 



A. Carry Do. 

Christian Heurich Do. 

Washington Brewery Co. . Do. 



A. Carry I Granted. 



....do 

Christian Heurich . 



P. A. Drury . 
do 



Christian Heurich. 



Do. 
Do. 



Do. 
Do. 



Do. 



SUMMARY. 
(58 applications for licenses in brewery-owned properties out of 412 applications made in 1914.] 



Albert Carry 

A. and C. A. Carry, trustees. . 

Albert Carry, trustee 

Abner-Drury Co 

Christian Heurich 

National Capital Brewing Co. 

Robert Portner estate 

Washington Brewery Co 

P. A. Drury 



Total. 



Granted. Refused. 



2 
3 

2 I 
17 I 
11 I 

1 ' 
2 

3 , 



10 


7 


? 




3 




?. 




13 


4 


7 


4 


1 





.58 



41 



17 



Properties in above list 58 

Barroom licenses in said properties 41 

Barroom applications made 1914-1915 412 

Barroom aJpUcatlOTis granted 1914-1915 300 

The Chairman. Now, Mr. Baker, any further statement you would 
like to make we shall be glad to have. 
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Senator Thompson. I want to ask you about Loftus's place, at the 
comer of D and Thirteen-and-a-half Street. Do you know where 
that is? 

Mr. Baeeb. Yes, sir. 

Senator Thompson. Do you remember an opening on what is known 
as a residence street there on D Street ? The opening of that saloon 
was originally from the residence section, was it not — the residence 
side of the block — ^before this law went into effect ? 

Mr. Baker. I do not know anything about that. 

Senator Thompson. Do you remember his applying for an addi- 
tional opening or a transfer on Thirteen-and-a-haJi Street, just around 
the comer ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes. 

The Chairman. To transfer his entrance from the D Street side to 
the Thirteen-and-a-half Street side 1 

Mr. Baker. Yes; I recall that. 

Senator Thompson. As a matter of fact, do you not know that both 
entrances have been used since this law went into eflPect, and are being 
used, one from the residence side and one from the other side ? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir. 

Senator Thompson. You have never been there to see ? 

Mr. Baker. I passed by there and found it closed. 

Senator Thompson. Very recently? 

Mr. Baker. Within the last month, or such a matter. 

Senator Thompson. A while ago I asked you relative to the 
Mergner place, and you stated that it was not called to your atten- 
tion that a fence was built there for the purpose of making the dis- 
tance farther away from the public school. Did you not so state? 

Mr. Baker. I may have said so. 

Senator Thompson. In the hearings here held in August — No. 89. 
I do not know whether that has anything to do with it or not. Is 
that the number of the application ? 

Mr. Baker. What is the name ? 

Senator Thompson. John E. Mergner, 89, 415 East Capitol Street. 
Mr. Sheehy asked this question [reading] : 

And the main purpose was to extend the distance from the schoolhouse to the 
entrance to your place? 

The applicant stated that that was one of them. 

Mr. Baker. Yes. 

Senator Thompson. Do you not remember that he admitted that 
was one of the purposes, so as to get it away from the schoolhouse 
without moving the building? 

Mr. Baker. 1 do not remember. I do not recall that at all. 

The Chairman. We would like to have the files in the Loftus case, 
also. 

Mr. Smith. At Thirteen-and-a-half Street ? 

The Chairman. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Smith. I will bring them. 

Senator Jon^s. Do you know Mr. Hurdle, or his saloon that he 
used to run on Pennsylvania Avenue ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. As I understand it, he was granted a transfer from 
329 Pennsylvania Avenue to 345 Pennsylvania Avenue, and then 
was refused a license ? 
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Mr. Bakeb. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. Do you know whether or not any complaints 
were ever made with reference to the conduct of his saloon ? 

Mr. Baker. I do not recall. 

Senator Jones. None of the pohce reports were against him, were 
they? 

Mr. Baei:r. I do not recall, sir, that they were. 

Senator Jones. He had been there, or at 329, for about 20 years; 
is not that correct? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. He is just across, or on the opposite side of the 
street, from the Philadelphia House, is he not? 

Mr. Baker. I just do not remember; but I think he is in the same 
square, possibly. 

Senator Jones. Across the street ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes; but he is on the opposite side. 

Senator Jones. Can you tell why the board CTanted a saloon 
license, to the Philadelphia House but refused Mr. Hurdle? 

Mr. Baker. I do not know as I can. 

Senator Jones. There had been complaints, and there were com- 
plaints and protests against the Philadelphia House, were there not ? 

Mr. Baker. I think there were. 

Senator Jones. And there were no protests made to the board 
against Mr. Hurdle's application, were there ? 

Mr. Baker. I do not recall. 

Senator Jones. But the Philadelphia House was granted a license 
and Mr. Hurdle was refused a license. 

Mr. Baker. So it seems. 

Senator Jones. Was it not also called to your attention that he 
had transferred from 329 to 345, and had gone to an expense of 
about $1,000 in fitting up his place and putting in sanitary arrange- 
ments, and all that sort of thing? Was not that called to the atten- 
tion of the board ? 

Mr. Baker. I do not recall that. 

Senator Jones. But that will appear in the hearings, if there was 
anything of the kind ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. And that the Philadelphia House license was 
granted and the sanitary arrangements had to be made after the 
granti^ of the license ? Is not mat correct ? 

Mr. Baker. Possibly so. 

Senator Jones. But you do not know— vou can not tell now — why 
the one was granted and the other refusea ? 

Mr. Baker. I can not. 

Senator Jones. Mr. Chairman, I want to put this letter in the 
record. It is from Afrs. Hurdle. 

(The letter referred to by Senator Jones is here printed in full as 
follows:) 

Washington, D. C, 

January 18, 1915. 
Hon. Senator Jonbs. 

Kino Sir: In reading Sunvlay's paper I see where you claim that the excise board 
had not carried oat the Jones- Works oill according to law. I as one of the saloon- 
keepers' wives who was refused a license after transferring my husband from 329 
Pennsylvania Avenue NW. to 345 Pennsvlvania Avenue NW., being 20 years on the 
one square in saloon business and not a black mark against his reputation or business. 
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We pat in all sanitary improvements as the excise board said was required before 
they could grant the tran&fer cost us $1,000. When the excise board were going around 
visiting the saloons to report on this year's license General Smith examined our place 
and remarked to my husband, clenenes is Godness; having nothing against us we 
thought we would be all right. My husband was the only one that was granted a 
tranwer that was refused a license. 

Xhey made my husband put in sanatary improvements before granting our transfer. 
Now I wish to say not very far away from us tney granted a license and the place had 
no sanatary improvements but they allowed the improvements to be made after the 
granting of the license. No^ is that justice? If they had of transferred us without 
makein^ us spend $L000 it would look more like justice to the excise board. We 
kept strickly a gentleman's house for white only. We never catered for any rough 
element. Our police officers have never had any occasion to come in our place of 
business through any trouble and we always lived up to the rules of the excise laws. 

I myself called on Mr. Baker in person at his home and stated my circumstances to 
him — asked to do something for me. He said he was very sorry but they didn't 
want any saloons on the north side of the Avenue. He said we have nothing against 
liCr. Hurdle but the north side must be closed. 

Pennsylvania Avenue was not a prohibited zone, and there was nothing in the 
Jones- Works bill to keep respectable places from license. 

I think like you, thev have overstepped their othority, and I wish to thank you 
for the steps you are taken to justice. Mr. Shoemaker, attorney for the Anti-saloon 
League althou against liquor could say nothing against my husband. Had Mr. Shoe- 
maker his say at the hearing of the saloonkeepers license things would be all together 
different. I have said nothing in my letter that I would not answer in public. 

Mrs. Chas. Hurdle. 
S4S Pennsylvania Avenue NW., Washington^ D.p. 

Senator Jones. Have we evidence in the record as to these two 
cases ? I suppose you have it in the Philadelphia House case ? ??^ 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. ^ 

Senator Jones. I want the Hurdle application record also, r. ^ 

Mr. Smith. Very well. ^ 

The Chairman. Mr. Baker, we should be glad to have any further 
remarks that you care to make. 

Senator Jones. If Mr. Baker has nothing further, I want to pre- 
sent here a letter from Mr. E. F. La Porte, of the National Water 
Co., of Baltimore, Md., in reference to the Marks House, and have it 
go into the record. 

(The chairman read the letter referred to, which is here printed in 
full as foUows:) 

National Water Co., 
Baltifrvore, February iO, 1915. 
Senator Jones, 

Member of Investigating Committee of Excise Board, 

United States Cajniol, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Sir: I desire to call your attention to a place in your city at Tenth and E 
conducted by a man named Marks. That the place is disreputable there is no ques- 
tion, and many business men in Washington are at a loss to understand why or how 
he could obtain a license to do business. This same man waa closed up here for con- 
ducting a joint of like character. 

Thursday night I went into this place with a business man who was endeavoring 
to collect a bill which had been due for 11 months. We were invited to sit at a table 
with two women, one of whom was smoking a cigar and reciting the most filthy stories. 
When the party I accompanied into the place asked for a check without the slightest 
provocation we were assaulted. 

Men and places of such character are a drawback to respectable caf^s who comply 
with the law and are conducting a legitimate business. 

An investigation will prove to you that what I tell you are facts and if you desire 
to investigate my standing and integrity you can do so through the Masonic, Elks, 
Moose and Eagle fraternities of which I am a member. 
Yours very truly, 

E. F. La Porte. 

Every first-class caf6 man in Washington can tell you who I am. 
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Senator Jones. Have you anything to say with reference to any 
statements in tliat letter? 

Mr. Baker. I have not, sir. 

The Chairman. Mrs. Hurdle is a white lady, is she not ? 

Mr. Baker. Oh, ves. 

The Chairman. And the man who owns the Philadelphia Hotel is 
a colored man ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Thompson. I understood you to say that you are familiar 
with and had examined, before issuing the hcense, the premises at 
Mr. Mergner's saloon, No. 89 in these cases ? 

Mr. Baker. Only in the measurement — I was there and visited it 
and measured it. I was there officially to measure it. 

Senator Thompson. You were there to measure it, and you saw the 
situation there relative to the schoolhouse ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes. 

Senator Thompson. That was a building used exclusively for school 
purposes, was it not ? There is no question about that, is there ? 

Mr. Baker. I do not think so. 

Senator Thompson. That is a real public school ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Thompson. With '^a steeple and a bell.'' I find in these 
files a little plat, or what purports to be a plat, showing the situation 
at that place, and I will ask you to examme it and see if that does 
not represent it fairly, as you remember it ? 

Mr. JBaker (after examining plat referred to). Yes. 

Senator Thompson. That was called to your attention before the 
issuance of the license ? 

Mr. Baker. It may have been, sir. 

Senator Thompson. It is a part of the files in the case ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes; it is a part of the files. 

(The witness was thereupon excused.) 

Senator Thompson. I would Uke to have this made a part of the 
record. 

(The plat referred to is printed in full as foUows:) 
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EAST CAPITOL STREET 



-\ / 



Saloon 
415 East Capitol 




1 Chart, showing the location of barroom at 415 East Capitol 
Street, with reference to schoolhouse at comer of Fifth and A 
Streets SE, 

There is wide parkfaig on both sides of East Capitol Street. In 
the square between Fourth and Fifth Streets, a public sidewalk 
extends almost the entire distance on the south side of street, 
immediately in front of the store buildings, in addition to the 
usual sidewalk near the street curb. 

As shown above, indicated by the lines in heavy black ink, 
an iron fence has been built across the parking, on either side of 
the barroom, extending to the building on the east side, but 
only to the sidewalk on the west side. This obstructs the 
sidewalk on one side only, but it is on the side nearest the school 
at Fifth and A Street SE. The former route of direct commu- 
nication is shown by the dash line. The route created by the 
new fence is shown by the black dotted line. This fence was 
erected shortly after the enactment of the excise law that 
becomes effectiye November 1, 1914. 




n 

H 

GD 



A STREET SE. 

1 The lines on this original chart were indicated in colors, therefore in the printing of this plate the 
descriptive note was changed an! the words changed are indicated in italic— Printing Clerk. 
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TESTIMOST OF MB. THOMAS EUPPEKT. 

(The witness was sworn by the chahman.) 

The CHAUtMAN. What is your address here in the District of 
Columbia ? 

Mr. RuppERT. 1825 HamUne Street NE. 

The Chairmax. You had a saloon in a certain part of the District 
of Columbia last year? 

Mr. RuppERT. Yes, sir — 145 B Street SE. 

The Chairman. Did one of the commissioners Uve in that same 
block? 

Mr. RuppERT. Yes, sir; Mr. Bride. 

The Chairman. Was yours the only saloon in that block ? 

Mr. RxjppERT. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. Were any protests ever made against the manner 
in which you conducted your Dusiness ? 

Mr. RuppERT. None wnatever. 

The Chairman. Did you at any time ask the excise board to 
examine your place to see if you were complying with the law ? 

Mr. RuppERT. I did, last spring. Last spring when Mr. Sheehy 
was chairman of the committee I neard he was going to resign and 
Mr. Bride was going to take his job. Of course I got shaky, then, 
and I went down and told the excise board to come up and look at 
the place, to see if there was anything like schools or churches there. 
If there were, I wanted to know, and would get a transfer and move. 

They came up there and measured me as close as they could. 
They measured me an air line. I said, **How do you make it?" 
Sheehy said, ''Ruppert, you are 5 feet short." I said, ''How is that? 
We have got over 450." He said, ''Right straight down the middle 
of the street." I said, "I thought you couldn't walk Uke that." 

The Chairman. Who had given you the 450-foot measurement ? 

Mr. RxjpPERT. The captain had given us 447. 

The Chairman. The police captain ? 

Mr. RxjpPERT. Yes. We had been measured several times. 

The Chairman. When you had made appUcation before, when you 
first wanted to do business ? 
V Mr. RuppERT. Oh, we had this place for seven years. 

The Chairman. Go ahead. Why had the captain measured you 
before that ? 

Mr. RuppERT. It wasn't time for it yet. He did not measure until 
you put up the money for your license. Then the captain measures. 
That was early in the sprmg. Just when Sheehy was ready to re- 
sign — that was around in March, I should think, or April, or aroimd 
there — ^he came out and measured it as close as he could, and he came 
back and said, "You are 5 feet short — 395 feet to that church down 
there." "You did not measure right," I said. He measured right 
in the middle of the street, and you can't walk Uke that, and he 
measured against the traffic regulations. I told him, "You didn't 
measure it right." He said, "We will measure any way we want; 
any way we feel like." I said, "I had better move, then." He says, 
**No; you have got that side entrance. Shut your main entrance 
up and use the side entrance. You have got 7 feet across from 
there." 

The Chairman. Were the other commissioners present ? 
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Mr. RuppERT. Yes; Baker and Mr. Smith was with them. The 
next day I got permission to shut the front door up and use the side 
door. We mought we were all right. Also, I had to put plate glass 
in and tile flooring and new plumbing, and it cost me $500. We 
even put that in. 

The Chairman. Did they require you to put in the new plumbii^? 

Mr. RuppERT. Yes, sir; they had me arrested; down in the police 
court, if I did not put it in. I do not think the commissioners did 
that. I think the plumbing inspector did that. That was none 
of their business. Of course, we fixed all that and was lookii^ for 
getting the license then, but when the licenses came aroimd I did 
not get any. They came around and inspected me, and he said, 
''You are still short'' — after we had moved the door. He said, 
''You are still too close to that church.'' 

The Chairman. When was this measurement made which gave 
you 450 feet? 

Mr. RuppERT. That was made right shortly after we put the money 
up. The captain gave us that. 

The Chairman. After you employed a lawyer? After you put 
what money up ? 

Mr. RuppERT. No, no; before. 

The Chairman. After you put what money up ? 

Mr. RuppERT. The money for the license, the $1,500. As soon as 
you put the money up and report as to the reason you are in, they 
measure you up. 

The Chairman. Do you remember the date of that measurement? 

Mr. RuppERT. It was in August; it was about the 15th of August. 
It might have been a little before or a Uttle after, but around the 
middle of August. 

The Chairman. That measurement was by right angles, and it 
gave you 450 feet ? 

Mr. RuppERT. 447 feet. That is what the captain gave us. 

The Chairman. What captain was that? 

Mr. RuppERT. Capt. Mulhall, Fifth Precinct, southeast. 

Senator Dillingham. Was your Ucense refused ? 

^fr. RuppERT. Oh, yes; turned down. 

The Chairman. Your Ucense was refused in November ? 

Mr. RuppERT. Yes, sir; the new license was turned down. 

The Chairman. Was anybody close to you reUcensed ? 

Mr. RuppERT. No; I was the only one in the block. 

The Chairman. Who represented you in your effort to get a 
license ? 

Mr. RuppERT. Alexander BeU. 

The Chairman. I mean, to have your Ucense renewed. 

Mr. RuppERT. Oh! Alexander BeU represented me. 

The Chairman. What did you pay him ? 

Mr. RuppERT. $100 originally, and if I got it he was going to get 
$250 more, but he did not succeed, so he did not get any more. 

The Chairman. When this poUce captain made this measure- 
ment, was that when you first got a Ucense ? 

Mr. RuppERT. No, sir; it was lust when he appUed for the new 
license. You fcaow, we appUed for it the 1st ot September. You 
have to put your money up the 1st of September, and when you have 
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Eut your money up, then he measures it. You have to have it up 
efore the 1st of September. 

The Chairman. But that was after they had come down and told 
you to change your entrance ? 

Mr. RuppERT. Oh, yes. That was early in the spring, when 
Sheehy was going to resign. That is the time I got scared. 

The Chairman. Do you know why it was that he charged you a 
contingent fee of $250 in addition to your $100 ? 

Mr.RuppERT. Sure. 

The Chairman. Why? 

Mr. RuppERT. Because he said, '^We can not do anything if you 
do not have a lawyer. You want to get a lawyer. I am the only 
one that can get it for vou," he savs. 

The Chairman. Did he say anything about what he would do with 
the $250 ? 

Mr. RuppERT. I supple he needed it. 

Senator Thompson. What did he say about it ? 

Mr. RuppERT. He said he wanted $100 down, and after he got the 
license he wanted $250 more. I had to sign a contract. 

Senator Thompson. Did he say anything about what it was neces- 
sary to do in order to get the license ? 

Mr. RxTPPERT. No. He didn't tell me anything. Of course, I 
suppose if I had paid that money down then, why, I would have got 
it. I went around the wrong way. 

^ The Chairman. Was there any protest against your Ucense being 
renewed ? 

Mr. RuppERT. Nothing whatever. Even some temperance people 
living in that square said they would be more than glad for me to 
have it — people that was against Uquor. 

Senator Thompson. There never nad been any complaint against 
the place you ran ? 

Mr. RuppERT. Not as I know of. 

The Chairman. Do you know who got your license ? 

Mr. RuppERT. I do not know who got it. A man that came from 
the southeast 

The Chairman. How close is he to the church ? 

Mr. RuppERT. I do not know; but they told me he is closer than 
I was. 

The Chairman. Do you know that he is closer than you are ? 

Mr. RuppERT. I do not know. The paper said so. 

The Chairman. Did you ever look it over ? 

Mr. RuppERT. They said it was. Of course, that is just saying it. 

The Chairman. Suppose you step it off and see. 

Mr. RuppERT. They would not take my word for it. That would 
not be worth anything. 

(The witness was thereupon excused.) 

TESTIMONY OF ME. THAD B. SAEGEANT. 

(The witness was sworn by the chairman.) 
The Chairman. What is your full n^me? 
Mr. Sargeant. Thad B. Sargeant. 
The Chairman. And your office ? 

84618'— S. Doc. 981. 63-3 16 



Digitized by VjOOQIC 



228 EXCISE BOABD OP THE DISTRICT OP COLUMBIA. 

Mr. Sarqeant. 1717 Fourteenth Street; real estate business. 

The Chairman. Where is your home address ? 

Mr. Sarqeant. 1648 Newton Street. 

The Chairman. How long have you been a resident of the District 
of Columbia ? 

Mr. Sargeant. AU my life; 40 years. 

The Chairman. Do you know John J. Madden, a saloon keeper in 
the District of Columbia ? 

Mr. Sargeant. I do. 

The Chairman. Where is his present place of business? 

Mr. Sarqeant. He is now located at 401 Four-and-a-half Street — 
Four-and-a-half and Virginia Avenue. I know where it is, but I do 
not recall the streets. 

The Chairman. Did you have anything to do with Mr. Madden^s 
unsuccessful efforts to get a hcense ? 

Mr. Sargeant. I had nothing to do with the getting of the Ucense 
for him. I was acting as his agent in the purchase of a certain 
property to which he expected to get a transfer of his Ucense. 

The Chairman. You foxmd three different places at which he tried 
to get transfers ? 

Mr. Sarqeant. There were three places that he tried to transfer 
to, in which I was interested in the sale of the properties. In each 
case we failed. 

The Chairman. Because the transfers were not allowed him by the 
board ? 

Mr. Sarqeant. They were not allowed him by the board in any 
of those cases. 

The Chairman. Shortly after that, or some time after that, did he 
succeed in securing a license ? 

Mr. Sargeant. He did; yes, sir. 

The Chairman. Or a transfer ? 

Mr. Sarqeant. A transfer of a license; yes, sir. 

The Chairman. State what conversation you had with him re- 
garding that ? 

Mr. Sargeant. In the three previous attempts, after his failure to 
secure transfers, in each of the three previous applications that he 
made it was stated by a member of the board that there would be 
some chance for him to obtain a transfer if he would stay in south- 
west Washington where he was at that time located. But he did not 
want to remam in southwest Washington; he wanted to go into some 
other section of the city, preferably the northwest. So the fourth 
apphcation that he made, the purchase of the property was made 
through some other real estate nrm, and after I foimd out about it I 
asked him why he did not buy the property through me. I said, 
"You told me that you would like to go northwest, and that is the 
reason why I never offered you any southwest places. Now you are 
going southwest, and it will be comparatively easy for you to get a 
transfer if you can Mt one at all." He says, ''Well, you would not 
come through,'' or "You did not have any influence," or "You could 
not help me to get a transfer." 

I tola him there was nothing that I could do any more than I had 
done toward securing the property for him. He was, in my opinion, 
out of the prohibited zone, which^was as much as I could do toward 
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his securing a transfer. The rest of it had to be attended to by his 
attorney. He told me that I had no influence and could not do any- 
thing for him. I said, "What do you mean ?" '* Well/' he says, "it 
takes money to get a transfer.'' I said, "You do not mean it takes 
money with the excise board to get a transfer, do you?" He says, 
"You don't imderstand." In that conversation I noticed that the 
newspapers have put it in such a way as to create a false impression. 
There never has been a time at which I have ever questioned the in- 
tegrity and well meaning of the excise board. I had no reason to 
do so. I have never known anything that they have done that was 
not absolutely all right. But the answer that Mr. Madden made to 
me, I repeated that at a later date to Mr. Wilson, the president of 
the Anti-Saloon League, and I had no more way of knowing what Mr. 
Madden meant any more than my own opinion in regard to the mat- ^ 
ter. My opinion was not that this money was to be paid to the excise * 
board in consideration of the transfer, but I supposed what Mr. 
Madden meant by that was that he would have to give money, pos- 
sibly, to some one else in the shape of an attorney's Fee, or something 
similar to that, in order that influence might be brought to bear with 
the board toward getting him the transfer. 
(The witness was thereupon excused. ) 

TESTIHOlfT OF MK. JOES H. TBAST. 

(The witness was sworn by the chairman.) 

The Chaibman. What is your place of business ? 

Mr. Tbant. I have sold out my place of business. 

The Chaibman. Were you in the saloon business ? 

Mr. Tbant. Yes, sir. 

The Chaibman. At what place ? 

Mr. Tbant. 629 Four-and-a-half Street. 

The Chaibman. Were you granted a license in November, or a 
renewal ? 

Mr. Tbant. Last May, I beUeve; some time last year. I can not 
remember the time. 

The Chaibman. You were granted a license ? 

Mr. Tbant. A transfer; yes. 

The Chaibman. How long had you been in the saloon business 
before that ? 

Mr. Tbant. About 11 years. 

The Chaibman. Were you represented by an attorney in securing 
that transfer? 

Mr. Tbant. Yes. 

The Chaibman. Who was your lawyer ? 

Mr. Tbant. Mr. Mangan. 

The Chaibman. What was his fee ? 

Mr. Tbant. $25. 

The Chaibman. Do you know anything about any other fees that 
anybody else paid to get a license? 

Mr. Tbant. No, sir. 

The Chaibman. Did you have any difficulty in getting your 
transfer? 

Mr. Tbant. No, sir. 
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The Chairman. Were there ^ny protests against you ? 

Mr. Trant. Some; yes. 

The Chairman. Some protests against you? 

Mr. Trant. Yes. 

The Chairman. Did you feel that it was necessary to employ an 
attorney ? 

Mr. Trant. No; I did not think so afterwards. 

The Chairman. What made you think that you had to have a 
lawyer ? 

Ml. Trant. I just got him, that is all, because I seen everybody 
else getting one. 

(The witness was thereupon excused.) 

TESTIMOXTT OF MB. WILLIAH T. BTTBDIHE. 

(The witness was sworn by the chairman.) 

The Chairman. Mr. Burdme, you had a saloon before the present 
license year began ? 

Mr. BuRDiNE. Yes— 709 D Street NW. 

The Chairman. Were you declined a license ? 

Mr. BuRDiNE. Yes. 

The Chairman. Were there any protests against the manner in 
which you had conducted your business ? 

Mr. BuRDiNE. None whatever, sir. 

The Chairman. Do you know why they did not give you a license I 

Mr. BuRDiNE. No, sir- I have never been able to find out. 

The Chairman. Did tne board give jrou any reason? 

Mr. BuRDiNE. No, sir; except Afr. Smith. 1 met him one day, and 
he told me that the reason was that he had to give out so many, 
And I failed among the rest. That is the only reason he gave me. 

The Chairman. Who was your lawyer ? 

Mr. BuRDiNE. I did not have any until I found out I was turned 
down, and I got Mr. Colbert to see if I could not get a rehearing to 
get one of those three places left over; and I got him and went down 
to the board, and he called for my papers, and tne papers were brought 
out, and he looked over them and said, " You have got a good clean 
record here. Your police record and your sanitary record are all 
clear." He turned the jacket over, and there it was, granted on the 
29th dav of October. 

The Chairman. It was marked ''granted" ? 

Mr. BuRDiNE. Yes, sir; and a line drawn through "granted." The 
names had been obliterated by an eraser, but not entirely obUter- 
ated. Below it was marked "Kefused," and the names signed imder 
that. I got Mr, Colbert to find out if I could not get a rehearing, 
and I never heard anything from it afterwards, because they started 
to give these other people a license — Miller Bros. The Herald came 
out with a report Sunday morning, and I think that scared them into 
giving Miller Bros, a license. 

The Chairman. What did you pay your lawyer? 

Mr. BuRDiNE. $25. I did not tnink I had to have any in the first 
place, because I was in a saloon zone. I was told that I was in a 
zone, and that I had nothing against me. 

The Chairman. How many saloons were there on that side of the 
block, doing business? 
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. Mr. BuBDiNE. None whatever. 

The Chairman. Yoiirs was the only one ? 

Mr. BuBDixE. The only one in the whole block. 

The Chaibman. In that whole block? 

Mr. BuBDiNE. Back on E Street one block away — at Eighth and E, 
and one at Seventh and E. 

The Chaibman. Were there any schools or churches near you ? 

Mr. BuRDiNE. No, sir. 

Senator Thompson. Had there ever been any complaints against 
your place before ? 

Mr. BuBDiNB. None whatever. 

Senator Thompson. There never had been ? 

Mr. BxjBDiNE. No, sir. I had been in the business here 48 years 
one way and another. 

Senator Thompson. You have never been arrested or charged with 
anything ? 

Mr. BuBDiNE. I was charged with doing a Sunday business down 
there, but there was no conviction because they could not prove it. 

Senator Thompson. How long ago was that? 

Mr. BuBDiNE. That was about four years ago. That was a httle 
spite work on the captain's part. 

Senator Thompson. Was the case tried? 

Mr. BuBDiNE. No, sir. 

Senator Thompson. It was dismissed? 

Mr. BuBDiNE. Yes, sir; all dismissed — three cases, all dismissed at 
one time. It was three in one month — ^just spite work. 

The Chaibman. Do you know of any fees paid by anyone else in 
the matter of getting licenses ? 

Mr. BuBDiNE. No, sir; only hearsay, that is all. 

(The witness was thereupon excused.) 

TESTIMOlfT OF EEV. AETHUB EAlfDALL. 

(The witness was sworn by the chairman.) 

The Chaibman. State your full name. 

Mr. Randall. Arthur Kandall. 

The Chaibman. What is your address? 

Mr. Randall. 117 O Street NW. 

The Chaibman. Will you state your experience in contesting a 
license for a liquor house before the excise board ? In the first place, 
what is your business ? 

Mr. Randall. I am a minister; pastor of the People's Congrega- 
tional Church on M Street between Sixth and Seventh NW. 

The CHAniMAN. Is that a colored church ? 

Mr. Randall. Yes, sir. 

The Chaibman. How long have you been there in the calling of a 
minister? 

Mr. Randall. Since 1902. 

The Ceuibman. State your experience in the matter of any liquor 
houses near your church, or elsewhere. 

Mr. Randall. The saloon against which I brought to the hearing 
of the excise board written protests — ^I think also ffom the president 
of the board of education — ^was one situated at the comer of First and 
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Streets NW., opposite which the M Street High School is now being 
erected. The reason why the president of the ooard of trustees pro- 
tested against the licensing of tnat saloon was because of its nefarious 
character. I have just moved there less than a year. People have 
been arrested in the saloon, and it was so bad I could not have my 
children out in my yard. I hved five or six doors down from it before 
the October era of relicensing them under the new regulations. 

The Chairman. Why was it that your children could not be out 
in the yard ? 

Mr. Kandall. Because of the drunks, and their arrests in and 
around the saloon. 

The Chaibmak. Did anyone bring this matter to the attention of 
the excise board ? 

Mr. -Randall. I did, personally, in my protest against it. 

The Chairman. Is this a colored hign school du-ectly across the 
street ? 

Mr. Randall. It is being now erected ther§, and I called attention 
to that, besides, on other groimds. We protested against it on the 
ground that there were two inhabited alleys in close proximity to this 
saloon; and also. Senator, because that saloon is not in what can be 
claimed to be a business block. There are less than 50 per cent of 
business houses in that block. 

The Chairman. On that side of the block where the saloon is ? 

Mr. Randall. On that side of the block where the saloon is. 

Senator Thompson. AU the other places are private residences ? 

Mr. Randall. There are other business places. There are a Chi- 
nese laimdrjr and restaurant and barber shop. I counted the houses. 

1 went particularly through each house in there, and the majority 
of them were residences. 

The Chairman. Did the majority of them also protest against 
this saloon? 

Mr. Randall. Not on that block. That was the First Street block 
where the saloon faced. But on my side, O Street, running right 
perpendicular to that same street, is where I made the protest. I 
was sick during that time, and I got up out of my bed, against my 
doctor's advice, to make this protest. 

The Chairman. What did the board say about this protest and 
your amiments ? Did they make any comments ? 

Mr. Randall. Yes. I appealed. I said that, due to the busi- 
ness of that saloon, my church, a smaU one, had constantly to take 
up monev to buy shoes and to buy groceries for the people living 
aroimd there, and that from a humane standpoint it ought not to 
be rehcensed. I said that mv whole church was against it. I carried 
down my membership roll oi more than 200 members, and they said 
they would do according to the law. One member of the excise 
board was satisfied. I said, ''By this law, there are no grounds on 
which this saloon can be relicensed for wholesale or retail business.^' 
That was because I had one of the regulations in my hand, saying 
that no saloon could be licensed in a block where there was less than 
50 per cent of the houses were business houses. 

The Chairman, Do you live near your church ? Is your house 
next to the church ? 

Mr. Randall. No, sir; my house is on O Street and my church 
on M, in that same vicinity. 
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The Chairman. Who owns the saloon ? 

Mr. Randall. A Mr. Donohue. 

The Chairman. Do you remember his initials 1 

Mr. Randall. I think his name is John. 

The Chairman. Did he have a lawyer? 

Mr. Randall. He had a lawyer. The lawyer laughed at me and 
said that I just came down there to make the re^ar temperance 
talk. 

The Chairman. Who was the lawyer ? 

Mr. Randall. I do not know his name, sir. 

Senator Jones. As I imderstand it, the grounds of your protest 
were, first that there was a schoolhouse to be erected across the street 
within 400 feet from the saloon ? 

Mr. Randall. Right opposite, in the next block. 

Senator Jones. Ajid you called that to the attention of the board ? 

Mr. Randall. I did, sir. 

Senator Jones. And, second, that it was in a residence section 
Inhere less than 50 per cent was occupied for business purposes ? 

Mr. Randall. Yes, sir; and I wrote a letter to the president of the 
board of education, Mr. Blair, and I would be very glad to give it to 
this committee. 

Senator Jones. He protested against the granting of the Ucense ? 

Mr. Randall. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. On what grounds ? 

Mr. Randall. Because of the school s location. 

Senator Jones. You have the letter with you, you sav ? 

Mr. Randall. I thought I had it in my pocket. I have it in my 
files. 

Senator Jones. Will you bring that letter here to be put into the 
record ? 

Mr. Randall. I shall be glad to do it, sir. 

[The letter referred to is here printed in full as follows] : 

ICopy.] 

117 Street NW., 
Washington, D, C, September 17, 1914. 

Dear Sir: Realiziiig that the spiritual, moral, physical, and economic development 
of any people is largely dependent on the environments of the community in which 
they reside, and that one of the greatest reflex forces to the progress of the American 
people is the dispensing, especially in residential sections, of the various forms of 
intoxicating liquors, I moist earnestly request, as paator of the People's Congregational 
Church ana a resident of this section, that the machinery of your noble organization 
be put into operation with a view to defeating, if possible, an application ror whole- 
Bsle and barroom licences made by John O'Donoghue, now conducting a saloon at 
1400 First Street NW., and who has indicated, by public notices, a desire to continue 
in business at that place. 

This nefarious establishment, aside from being objectionable to the Christian resi- 
dents of this neighborhood, is exceedingly undesirable because of its proximity to 
the Street Vocational School, while directly across the street is the tract of land 
purchased by the District of Columbia upon which to erect the new M Street High 
School. 

The establishment in question has entrances on First Street and on Street, both 
of which streets are traversed daily by many children, and during the school session 
hundreds of boys and girls and youths and young ladies wend their way to and from 
either the Armstrong Manual Training School, the Central High School, the Slater 
School, the Langston School, the Street Vocational School, or the Twining School; 
and the bringing of these tender minds into close contact with men and, sad to say, 
sometimes women, who, under the stimulus of intoxicating beverages secured at the 
near-by saloon, delight in conducting themselves in the basest ways their minds can 
conceive, can not help but afford imaesirable examples for those for whom the public- 
Bchool system and the Sunday schools are laboring so energetically, while the ribald 
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conversations and profane language indulged in by these intoxicated and semi-intoxi- 
cated individuals are a disgrace to the community. 

Thanking you in advance for any assistance you may be able to render in this 
matter, ana trusting that such action as you may see fit to take will be expedited, 
I am, 

Sincerely, yours. 

President Board op Education, 

Thirteen^ and K Streets NW., Washington, D. C. 

Similar letters to Mr. Andrew Wilson, president Antisaloon League of District of 
Columbia, Columbian Building, 416 Fifth Street NW., Washington, D. C; Rev. W. 
D. Jarvis, president Baptist Ministers' Union, T, between Fourteenth and Fifteenth 
Streets NW., Washington, D. C; secretary Young Men's Christian Association, 
Twelfth, between S and T Streets NW., Washington, D. C; president Colored Y. 
W. C. A., T, between Fourth and Fifth Streets N. W., Washington, D. C. 

Senator Jones. You wrote it to the board ? 

Mr. Randall. Yes, sir; and handed one to Mr. Sheehy, and I think 
it gave the names of property owners and other residents protesting 
against the saloon. 

The Chaieman. Within that saloon and around it you say arrests 
have been made ? 

Mr. Randall. Before the rehcensing of it, it was really nefarious. 

The Chairman. How about since that time ? 

Mr. Randall. They sell in sealed packages, and I have constantly, 
in sweeping my sidewalk, to sweep off flasks where the contents have 
been drank. 

Senator Jones. This is a wholesale place, too ? 

The Chairman. Selling less than 6 gallons ? 

Mr. Randall. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. You have to sweep these flasks away ? 

Mr. Randall. Yes, sir; broken and whole. 

The Chairman. Have you seen any other evidences of drunken- 
ness along there since November ? 

Mr. Randall. I have not seen any person drunk since that time, 
but we have heard the loud, boisterous talk, and the congregation. 
I have come across groups of young men drinking in front of my nouse. 

The Chairman. Since November ? 

Mr. Randall. Since that time; yes. 

The Chairman. And does your church still have to put up for 
people who have been driven to want bv this saloon ? 

Mr. Randall. Yes, sir. I would like, Senator, to tell my ex- 
periences as a chaplain of the District charities. 

The Chairman. About thin^ happening since November? 

Mr. Randall. Yes, sir; helping these hSpless ones. 

The Chairman. All right. 

Mr. Randall. In Six-and-a-half Street, in the alley right back 
of my church, Goat Alley, and so forth, I am constantly called in 
to serve those families who are ruined and made a wreck of through 
whisky drinking, and I am even sent out to the Tuberculosis Hospital 
to serve 

The Chairman. Do you know that they got their whisky at this 
place ? 

Mr. Randall. I do not know; but they are whisky cases, where 
thev are just made human wrecks through the drinking of it. 

Senator Jones. We know aU about the effects. 



Digitized by VjOOQIC 



EXCISE BOAKD OF THE DISTEICT OF COLUMBIA. 235 

Senator Thompson. Have you seen any young men going in and out 
of this place since November? 

Mr. E AND ALL. Yes, sir; constantly. 

Senator Thompson. Any boys ? 

Mr. Eandall. Women and young men. I do not see any what we 
call minors. 

Senator Thompson. Colored and white, both ? 

Mr. Randall. No- no white men. This saloon is largely patron- 
ized by colored people. 

Senator Thompson. You have seen colored women going in and 
out of there ? 

Mr. Randall. Yes, sir. 

Senator Thompson. Do ^ou know the characters of any of those 
whom you have seen going into and out of that place? 

Mr. Kandall. Only on general principles. I have seen right oppo- 
site there, at the police box, yoimg men m their teens arrested, largely 
through the use of liauor sold in that saloon, I would judge. 

(The witness was tnereupon excused.) 

(At 6.10 o'clock p. m., the committee adjourned imtil to-morrow, 
Friday, February 26, 1915, at 10.30 o'clock a. m.) 
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FBIDAY, FEBBXTABY 26, 1916. 

Special Committee 

United States Senate, 

Washington, D. C. 
The special committee met, pursuant to adjoumment, at 10.30 
o'clock a. m., at the room of the Committee on Indian Affairs of the 
Senate, in the Capitol. 

Present: Senators Sheppard (chairman), Thompson, Jones, and 
Dillingham. 

TESTIMONY OF CAPTAIIT HENEY SCHNEIDEE. 

(The witness was sworn by the chairman.) 

The Chairman. State your official position. 

Mr. Schneider. I am a captain of the MetropoKtan poUce, in charge 
of the seventh precinct. 

The Chairman. How long have you been a resident of the District? 

Mr. Schneider. About 25 years. 

The Chairman. What was your State, originally? 

Mr. Schneider. New York. 

The Chairman. Did you have opportunity to know about the 
granting of a hcense to Mr. Killeen ? 

Mr. Schneider. Yes. 

The Chairman. Did you make the measurements ? 

Mr. Schneider. Not personally, in 1914, but my sergeants did; 
and I based my official report on the measurements made by the 
se^eants. 

The Chairman. Please state what that report was. 

Mr. Schneider. John Killeen, or John F. Killeen, located 362 feet 
from the Dumbarton M. E. Church. All the provisions of the excise 
law have been compHed with in every instance, except that he was 
within 362 feet, according to my measurement, of the M. E. Dum- 
barton Church. 

The Chairman. What system of measurement did you adopt? 

Mr. Schneider. The nearest course of travel. 

The Chairman. That is in a straight Une from entrance to entrance ? 

Mr. Schneider. Yes. 

The Chairman. Or did you make any turns ? 

Mr. Schneider. You are compelled to make a turn by turning into 
Dumbarton Avenue. 

The Chairman. How far from the entrance would you go before 
you would turn ? 

Mr. Schneider. From the center of the sidewalk. _ 

The Chairman. You went to the center of the sidewalk? 
236 



Digitized by VjOOQIC 



EXCISE BOARD OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. 237 

Mr. ScfiNEEDER. Yes; to the doorsteps of the entrance to the 
church. 

The Chairman. Did you go to the center of the sidewalk in front 
of the steps of the church before you turned? 

Mr. Schneider. No. 

The Chairman. Or did the steps run out to the center ? 

Mr. Schneider. The steps ran out to the sidewalk. 

The Chairb£an. Did they run to the center of the sidewalk or 
across the sidewalk ? 

Mr. Schneider. They run to the edge of the sidewalk. The en- 
trance to the church proper would be some feet back. The church 
sets back oS the buildmg line, but I consider that the church premises 
conmaence at the biuldmg line. 

The Chairman. In leavmg the saloon entrance, you went to the 
center of the sidewalk ? 

Mr. Schneider. Practically, yes. 

The Chairman. There were two other appUcants for that same 
license, were there not, or two other appHcants in that immediate 
vicinity? 

Mr. Schneider. Yes. 

The Chairman. Lipnick and Cole ? 

Mr. Schneider. Yes. 

The Chairman. Were they in the same block with Mr. KiUeen? 

Mr. Schneider. Yes. 

TTie Chairman. Was Lipnick within the 400-foot limit? 

Mr. Schneider. Yes. 

ITie Chairman. What was his distance ? 

Mr. Schneider. Lipnick's distance was 328 feet. 

The Chairman. Measured in the same way that you measured 
KiUeen's? 

Mr. Schneider. Yes. 

The Chairman. What distance was Cole from the church ? 

Mr. Schneider. I have not got the exact nimiber of feet, but it 
was quite a number over 400 feet. 

The Chairman. You are familiar with the situation? 

Mr. Schneider. Yes. 

The Chairman. And you know that to be the fact? 

Mr. Schneider. Yes. I measured it myself years ago, for several 
years. 

The Chairman. Did you know anything against Cole and the way 
in wliich he managed the place ? Was there any complaint or pro- 
test against him ? 

Mr. Schneider. Absolutely none. 

The Chairman. Do you know why he was rejected and this other 
man accepted? 

Mr. Schneider. I do not. 

The Chairman. Mr. Killeen was given the hcense ? 

Mr. Schneider. Yes. These measurements were made by Sergt. 
J. M. Watch. 

The Chairman. Do you know anything about the bar operated by 
Joseph Schladt ? 

Mr. Schneider. I do. 

The Chairman. Where is he located ? 

Mr. Schneider. At 1236 and 1238 Wisconsin Avenue. 

The CHAIRMAN. He is running a supposed hotel there, is he not? 
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Mr. Schneider. Yes. 

The Chaibman. What is the name of the place ? 

Mr. ScHNEmEB. The West Washington Hotel. 

The Chaibman. Do you know how many roolns there are in that 
place? 

Mr. ScHNEiDEB. I made an inspection of those premises four years 
ago — I am not positive whether tnree or four years ago — and at that 
time I counted 22 rooms. That is exclusive of the rooms that were 
occupied by him and his family. He then made alterations and cut 
some of the rooms up into 2 rooms, and brought the number of rooms 
up to 26. Originally he had only 22. 

The Chaibman. I see here that he has a hotel Ucense. 

Mr. ScHNEiDEB. Yes. 

The Chaibman. And he is now operating imder a hotel Ucense, and 
the official record or the hcense record shows that he has 30 rooms at 
this time ? 

Mr. Schneideb. I have not made an inspection in the last three 
years. I had no occasion to do it. 

The Chaibman. Do you know anything about the character of the 
place ? 

Mr. Schneideb. Yes. 

The Oeiaibman. Will you state what it is ? 

Mr. Schneideb. The character of it is bad. 

The Chaibman. In what respect? State fully what you know 
about that place? 

Mr. Schneideb. I have been acquainted with Joe Schladt's place 
for approximately 14 years. I have had Schladt in court a number 
of times for violating the Sunday law, seUing liquor on Simdays. 

The Chaibman. Has he ever been convicted ? 

Mr. Schneideb. Yes. I have raided poker games in that place. 
May I read the record as I know it to be of my own personal knowledge ? 

The Chaibman. Yes. 

Mr. Schneideb. I made notes of it. 

The Chaibman. Have you the dates also? 

Mr. Schneideb. Yes. 

The Chaibman. Go ahead. 

Mr. Schneideb [reading]. August 25, 1905, Sunday bar, dismissed; 
November 25, 1905, Simday bar, $100 fine, paid; October 23, 1907, un- 
licensed bar, fine $800, but granted a new trial and finally case was 
nol-prossed; August 16, 1907, Simday bar, $200 fine, paid; Septem- 
ber 9, 1908, violating police regulations. I can not recall just what 
that was, but it was nol-prossed. November 27, 1908, permitting 
gaming, dismissed. That is the poker game that I referred to. The 
man who was runmng the game assumed all the responsibility, 
although Mr. Schladt was withm 15 feet of where the game was being 
played. The place also has a reputation of being a bawdy house. 

The Chaibman. It has that reputation now ? 

Mr. Schneideb. Yes. As early as 1906 1 made the following report 
[reading] : 

In view of the fact that this applicant made a solemn promise to the excise board on 
October 13, 1906, not to sell on Sundays, in violation of law, and the further fs^ that 
on the Sunday following and every Sunday since he has admitted a large number of 
well-known local characters into his place, some of whom come out very much under 
the influence of liquor, and who were observed passing bottles that apparently con- 
tained liquor to friends on the street, I recommend that the license be not granted. 
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f The Chairman. That was in 1906 ? 

F Mr. ScHNEiDEB. As early as 1906. I have opposed the grantmg of 

that license for a number of years, except last year. 

The Chairman. Did you oppose it before the present excise board 
in 1913 ? 

Mr. Schneider. I opposed it in 1913 and appeared before the ex- 
cise board With a numoer of witnesses. 

The Chairman. You gave them the record of the place ? 

Mr. Schneider. Yes. 

The Chairman. And told them what you knew about it ? 

Mr. Schneider. I did. 

The Chairman. In 1913 had you seen evidences of the same 
character of the place ? 

Mr. Schneider. Yes. 

The Chairman. Have you seen anything in 1914 that would lead 
you to think that the house was still a disreputable place ? 

Mr. Schneider. Yes. 

The Chairman. What did you see ? 

Mr. Schneider. I have seen women in there. 

The Chairman. Bad women ? 

Mr. Schneider. Yes. 

The Chairman. You saw them in 1913 also? 

Mr. Schneider. Yes. 

The Chairman. And you told the board so? 

Mr. Schneider. Yes. 

The Chairman. What other people appeared against Mr. Schladt 
besides the poUce officers ? 

Mr. Schneider. There were sess^eral citizens. I can not recall 
their names, but quite a few of them. 

The Chairman. What have you noticed regarding the place this 
year? 

Mr. Schneider. Nothing, except that 1 still see women going in 
and out. 

The Chairman. Women of bad character? 

Mr. Schneider. Yes. 

The Chairman. White or colored ? 

Mr. Schneider. White. 

The Chairman. All of them white? 

Mr. Schneider. Yes. 

The Chairman. Did the board give any reason why it would 
license a place of that character? 

Mr. Schneider. Absolutely none. 

The Chairman. Do you know of any reason that prompted them 
to grant a man of that character a license to run a saloon ? 

Mr. Schneider. No, I can not say. I will state that for a number 
of years Mr. Schladt was running his bar from year to year and his 
license would be granted on the latter part of the hcense year. He 
would be permitted to run, say, from five months to a year without 
a license, and the license would be granted, finally, m the latter 
part of the license year. 

Hie Chairman. That was before the present board went in, was 
it not? 

Mr. Schneider. Yes. 



Digitized by VjOOQIC 



240 EXCISE BOABD OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. 

The Chairman. Do you know whether anybody appeared in behalf 
of this license besides the applicant himself? 

Mr. Schneider. He was represented by an attorney. 

The Chairman. Who was his attorney ? 

Mr. Schneider. Mr. Julius Peyser was his attorney in 1913. 

Senator Jones. Do you know of any of the citizens over there who 
urged the granting of this Ucense ? 

Mr. Schneider. No. 

The Chairman. You do not know of any petition that was pre- 
sented by citizens that the Ucense be granted ? 

Mr. Schneider. No. In fact, there was none. The majority of good 
citizens in that part of the city were opposed to the granting of that 
Ucense. 

The Chairman. Do you know of any sums of money put up by 
sakon keepers to get Ucenses ? 

Mr. Schneider. I do not. 

The Chairman. Did you hear anything about that ? 

Mr. Schneider. No. I imderstand there was a case where a num- 
ber of them, in order to overcome a certain objectionable feature, or 
rather to overcome a provision in the law, expended some money in 
order to convert certam dwellings into stables or garages. I under- 
stand that has been done, but whether or not that is true, I do not 
know. I have been told so. However, the dwelling houses in Dyers 
AUey, for instance, were changed into garages in order to comply 
with the law. 

The Chairman. In order to make it a business section? 

Mr. Schneider. In order to wipe out an inhabited alley. 

The Chairman. In order to wipa out an objectionable feature? 

Mr. Schneider. Yes. 

The Chairman. What aUey ? 

Mr. Schneider. The aUey known as Dyers AUey between Thirty- 
third and Thirty-fourth, M Street and the canal. 

Senator Jones. Do you* know what the condition of that alley 
is now ? 

Mr. Schneider. It is not occupied. There are no houses occupied 
in the aUey at all. 

Senator Jones. So it continues to be an uninhabited aUey ? 

Mr. Schneider. Yes; ever since. 

The Chairman. Do you know anything about SulUvan's place on 
Thirty-fifth Street? 

Mr. Schneider. I do know that there were a number of changeB 
made there — dwellings were converted into business property — ^in 
order to meet with the requirements of the^law. 

The Chairman. In other words, it was at first a residence block? 
Mr. Schneider. It was. 

The Chairman. Do you know who converted the residences into 
business property ? 

Mr. Schneider. I imderstand, and according to the buildinjg per- 
mit records, Mr. SulUvan, the appUcant, converted this residence 
property into business property. 
The Chairman. What kmd of business ? 
Mr. Schneider. Stores. 

The Chairman. He converted them into stores ? 

Mr. Schneider. Yes. 
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The Chairman. And rented them ? 

Mr. Schneider. Yes; and they are occupied now as such. 

Senator Jones. Was that done before the license was applied for ? 

Mr. Schneider. Yes. 

Senator Jones. Did Mr. SuUivan seem to own all of that land ? 

Mr. Schneider. He owned a considerable portion of it, and he 
acauired some of it by purchase. 

Senator Jones. The rest of the block— that is, the other sides of the 
block — are occupied in what way ? 

Mr. Schneider. Mostly by dwelling houses. 

Senator Jones. And he simply converted the side on which the 
saloon is into business houses so as to make th§kt part of it 50 per 
cent business frontage ? 

Mr. Schneider. Yes. 

Senator Jones. And all the rest of the block is residential? 

Mr. Schneider. Yes. Not all the rest, but practically all. I would 
say 75 per cent of it. 

Senator Jones. And the other blocks are what ? 

Mr. Schneider. They are aU residential. 

The Chairman. Is there a university hospital near there ? 

Mr. Schneider. Yes; the university hospital, I would say, is within 
325 feet or 330 feet of this barroom. 

The Chairman. Of SuUivan's barroom ? 

Mr. Schneider. Yes. 

Senator Jones. Do you know whether these things were called to 
the attention of the board before the hcense was granted ? 

Mr. Schneider. Yes. 

The Chairman. It was called to their attention ? 

Mr. Schneider. Yes. 

The Chairman. By you ? 

Mr. Schneider. Yes. 

The Chairman. This university hospital is used as a school, is it 
not? Classes are heard there? 

Mr. Schneider. They have a training school for nurses there, but 
that fact was not reported in my report. 

The Chairman, lou reported to the board that this side of the 
block had been a residence section and had been converted by this 
man into a business section ? 

Mr. Schneider. No; I did not report that, but the attention of the 
board was called to the fact that these changes had been made, and I 
know of my own personal knowledge that the board visited this 
section and looked it over. 

The Chairman. Were these changes made last year or in 1913 ? 

Mr. Schneider. They were made in 1913. 

The Chairman. Were those stores occupied at the time the license 
was granted? 

Mr. Schneider. Not all of them. 

The Chairman. Were enough of them occupied to make it more 
than 50 per cent business ? 

Mr. Schneider. No. 

The Chairman. They were not ? 

Mr. Schneider. No. 

The Chairman. Who else made inspections of that Schladt place ? 
Who was your man ? 
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Mr. ScHNEroER. Sergeant Hess is one of them — W. P. Hess. He 
is here. 

The Chairman. Were similar changes made by Carr and Wardell 
in the block in which they live, from residence property to business 
property 'i 

Mr. ScHNEroER. The conditions of Carr and Wardell are somewhat 
different. The conditions are different in that block. On the side 
of M Street where Carr and Wardell are located there are no houses. 
The fronts of those places look upon the open canal. There are 
very few houses in the entire block. There was one business place 
erected, however, north of this place; but conditions there would be 
entirely different from what they woiild be in the Sullivan case. 

The Chairman. You say this block fronts on the canal? 

Mr. Schneider. Yes. 

The Chairman. There were not more than four or five houses on 
the side fronting the canal ? 

Mr. Schneider. None on the side where the canal is, and on the 
north side there are not more than four or five houses. 

The Chairman. Were they business houses or residences ? 

Mr. Schneider. Some were business and some were residences. 

The Chairman. What was the proportion of business houses to 
residence houses, if you can remember; about half and half? 

Mr. Schneider. No; more. 

The Chairman. More business ? 

Mr. Schneider. Yes. 

The Chairman. That is all. We are much obliged to you. 

(The witness was thereupon excused.) 

TESTIMONY OF MR. WILLIAM P. HESS. 

(The witness was sworn by the chairman.) 

The Chairman. What is your official position,? 

Mr. Hess. Sergeant of the MetropoUtan police, connected with the 
seventh precinct. 

The Chairman. Are you under Capt. Schneider? 

Mr. Hess. Yes. 

The Chairman. How long have you been in that precinct? 

Mr. Hess. A little better than 20 years. 

The Chairman. You hav^ been on the force that long? 

Mr. Hess. Yes; about 20i years, altogether. 

The Chairman. Have jo\i had occasion to be familiar with the con- 
ditions in the West Washington Hotel and the bar operated there ? 

Mr. Hess. Yes; right smart. 

•^The Chairman. How often have you had opportunity to investi- 
gate that place ? 

Mr. Hess. I have passed by there on several occasions, and I have 
heard a number of reports about the place and have gone in there and 
investigated it, and on several occasions I have seen women in there; 
but at the time I was in there I could not say that I saw them doing 
anything out of the way. 

The C&AiRMAN. Were they women of disreputable character? 

Mr. Hess. I had been told that. I do not know that of my own 
Iqiowledge. 

The Chairman. What is the reputation of that place? 

Mr^ Hess. Bad. 

The Chairman. That is, in what respect ? 
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Mr. Hess. In the way of having women go there and drink, and for 
other purposes. 

The Chairman. Is this supposed to be a low resort for men and 
women — a bawdy house ? 

\Mr. Hess. Yes; to some extent. That is the reputation. As I 
say, I have been in there on several occasions and I have seen women 
sitting around there, but I have never seen anything, of my own 
personal knowledge, out of the way. 

The Chaerman. Did you testify before the excise board at any time 
as to what you had seen in there or as to the character of the place ? 

Mr. Hess. Yes; prior to the granting of the license in 1913 I was a 
witness before the excise board. 

The Chairman. What did you say to the excise board ? 

Mr. Hess. They asked me if I had seen people going in and out of 
the place and I stated about what I have said nere. 

The Chairman. Men and women? 

Mr. Hess. Yes. 

The Chairman. In and out of the saloon? 

Mr. Hess. In and out of the side entrance to the upstairs portion; 
and the place at that time was a hotel, which of course permitted 
them to pass in and out. 

Senator Jones. It iff a hotel with less than 50 rooms ? 

Mr. Hess. I do not know the number of rooms. I never had occa- 
sion to count them. 

The Chairman. The license shows that it is a hotel of less than 30 
rooms. I have a statement here from Mr. Coombs, the license clerk 
of the District, showing this hotel has less than 30 rooms. 

That is all. 

(The witness was thereupon excused.) 

TESTIMONY OF ME. JAMES T. NEWKIRK. 

(The witness was sworn by the chairman.) 

The Chairman. What is your official position ? 

Mr. Newkirk. I am a member of the MetropoUtan police force 
attached to No. 6 precinct. 

The Chairman. How long have you been on the force ? 

Mr. Newkirk. Twenty-four and one-half years. 

The Chairman. Is the Philadelphia House in your precinct ? 

Mr. Newkirk. Yes. 

The Chairman. What do you know about that place ? 

Mr. Newkirk. I have been knowing of the Philadelphia House ever 
siDce I have been on the force. The last three years it has been 
extremely bad, by the number of men and women frequenting the 
place, of bad reputation ; women known as prostitutes and street walkers 
and solicitors. They go into the place as high as a dozen times in 
one night with different men. 

The Chairman. Are there rooms there ? 

Mr. Newkirk. No; no rooms. They go to this summer garden. 
There is a piano and a man plays there, and the women dance and 
expose their limbs to their knees, and there are as high as 75 to 80 
men and women in this small summer garden at one time, sitting 
around tables drinking, and some of them eating. 

The Chairman. The place stiU has that character ? 

84513*— S. Doc. 981, 63-3 17 
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Mr. Newkdrk. It still has that character. 

The Chairman. Did you testify before the excise board about these 
facts ? 

Mr. Newkirk. Yes. 

The Chairman. Last November ? 

Mr. Newkirk. Yes. 

The Chairman. Did you also testify the year before, in 1913 ? 

Mr. Newkirk. I do not think I did; no, sir. 

Senator Jones. You are acquainted with what used to be the 
Hurdle Place, across the street irom there ? 

Mr. Newkirk. Yes; the Chicago Hotel. 

Senator Jones. I do not know the name of the hotel. 

Mr. Newkirk. He just moved from 329 to 345. 

Senator Jones. And then he was denied a Hcense ? 

Mr. Newkirk. Yes. 

Senator Jones. Do you know anything about the character of his 
place ? 

Mr. Newkirk. Well, at the Chicago Hotel I did not observe any- 
thing wrong. He has only been there about a year, and to my 
knowledge he has tried to conduct the place straight, as near as 
possible. 

Senator Jones. Can you tell anything else about the conduct of 
this Philadelphia House ? 

Mr. Newkirk. Oh, a number of arrests are made there of people 
who freauent that place; as high as six or seven or eight or nine in 
one loaa, particularly on Saturday night at 12 o'clock when the 

flace is let out. A couple of weeks before the end of November last 
got nine in one load, six from the Philadelphia House, including 
one white man, whom I took out of the place. The men and women 
were charged with intoxication, with fighting, and using bad language; 
taking the name of God in vain. 

Senator Jones. It is simply a place largely of carousal? 

Mr. Newkirk. Yes. 

Senator Jones. And debauchery ? 

Mr. Newkirk. Yes; common prostitutes, crapshooters, and thieves 
frequent it. 

Senator Jones. Carrying on all the time ? 

Mr. Newkirk. Yes; carrying on that way all the time. The peo- 
ple that frequent that place have that reputation. 

Senator Jones. Those things were brought to the attention of the 
excise board ? 

Mr. Newkirk. Yes. The excise board were there and saw for 
themselves the carryings on. 

The Chairman. Were those arrests kept up through this year ? 

Mr. Newkirk. Yes; I made four there last night, m that vicinity, 
right on that corner. They had frequented that place and other 
spoons in the near vicinity. 

Senator Jones. Most of the patrons of this place are colored ? 

Mr. Newkirk. Yes. Once m a while a drunken white man or a 
drunken white woman will drift in there not. knowing where they are 
going. The neighborhood is a sliun neighborhood, and most of the 
people there are very low, common white people, including the col- 
ored, who are bad, as well as the white people that frequent these 
places; and I think they are really worse than the colorea people 
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Senator Jones. Do you know if that place could be very much 
worse than it is, or carried on in a much more disreputable way than 
it is. 

Mr. Newkirk. No; I do not think it possibly could, because even 
the proprietor himself had an altercation with a woman, say three 
or four nights ago, and she tried to cut his throat and almost cut his 
jugular vein oS, and she was known as his woman — ^what you might 
call a prostitute. Jealousy caused the altercation of worcfe, and the 
words caused this serious assault. I believe it took five or six stitches 
to sew up the wound. 

The Chairman. It took five or six stitches in his throat ? 

Mr. Newkirk. Yes; in the side of his face, here. 

Senator Jones. Do you know anything of the general character of 
the man who nms the place, besides knowing the character of the 
place he runs ? 

Mr. Newkirk. No. 

The Chairman. What is his name ? 

Mr. Newkirk. Edelin. He is a single man. 

The Chairman. How long has he been operating there ? 

Mr. Newkirk. For eight or nine years. His. sister, Mrs. Carroll, 
died there a few years ago, and she left the business to him. 

Senator Jones. He is a white man? 

Mr. Newkirk. He is a colored man. 

The Chairman. Is there anything else that you can tell us about 
the place ? 

Mi, Newkirk. No; I think that is sufficient. 

The Chairman. I think so, too. The excise board, however, did 
not seem to think so. 

Mr. Newkirk. Some of them might like the hootchy-kootchy 
dance or the tango. 

The Chairman. Did you hear the excise board make any remark 
about the place after they came out of the place ? 

Mr. Newkirk. No, not to me; but I heard they did make a remark. 
I heard they made a remark to Mr. Shoemaker that they never knew 
such a place as that existed in the city of Washington, and that it 
had no show of ever gettiog a license there. 

The Chairman. Do vou know of any other place in that vicinity in 
your precinct that is of a bad character ? 

Mr. Newkirk. There is a saloon at 115 Four-and-a-half Street, 
just around the corner, a yet-ko-min joint, a Chinese restaurant, where 
that class of people visit up to 3 o'clock in the morning — a pig-foot 
shop, or a chittlmgs house, with old Virginia combread on the side. 
It is conducted in just that way. That class visits that place at all 
times of the night. The saloon keeps open until 1 o'clock at night, 
and the frequenters of this place, of course, go to the saloon back and 
forth, and a number of arrests are made there. There is hardly a 
Saturday night goes by that there are not as high as six or seven. 
During the week there are three or four or five. 

The Chairman. Whose place is that ? 

Mr. Newkirk. Jeremiah O'Connor's. 

The Chairman. Were any protests made against his license in 
November? 

Mr. Newkirk. No. 
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The Chairman. Were there any made against the Philadelphia 
, House? 

Mr. Newkirk. I do not think there were. I do not think there 
were any protests made against any of the restaurants and the saloons 
in that slum neighborhood. 

The Chairman. Did not the Gospel Mission protest ? 

Mr. Newkirk. Yes ; but I mean in regard to the police depfu'tment — 
to us. 

The Chairman. I do not mean you. 

Mr. Newkirk. Oh, jes; the Gospel Mission did vigorously protest. 

The Chairman. Against the Philadelphia House ? 

Mr. Newkirk. Yes; and against the saloon at 116 Four-and-a-half 
Street. 

The Chairman. You do not consider it the business of the police 
to make protests unless you are called on to testify ? 

Mr. Newkirk. Yes. 1 never go in one of these places unless on 
official business or with an officer. 

The Chairman. You do not make these protests of your own 
motion, against the renewal of licenses ? 

Mr. Newkirk. No; only when called on. I was subpcenaed before 
the board as I was subpcenaed here. 

The Chairman. There must have been a protest of some kind at 
that hearing. 

Mr. Newkirk. Yes; but only by the Gospel Mission on John 
Marshall Place. 

The Chairman. Do you know of any other place ? 

Mr. Newkirk. No. I know all these places. If you would just 
name some of them, I might. 

The Chairman. What about the alley on the north side of Pennsyl- 
vania Avenue ? 

Mr. Newkirk. That is Jackson fiall Alley. 

The Chairman. Tell us about that. 

Mr. Newkirk. It is from Third Street to Four-and-a-half Street. 
Pennsylvania Avenue to C Street. It is a reservation alley, ana 
there are 30 houses in that alley, mostly occupied by colored people 
and Greeks, pushcart venders, candy makers, celery sellers, and 
colored people; some of them of the working class and others not so 
good. 

The'CHAiRMAN. Is there a saloon within 300 feet of that alley? 

Mr. Newkirk. Oh, yes. 

The Chairman. Is the Philadelphia House within 300 feet of that? 

Mr. Newkirk. Yes; it is exactfy across the street. 

The Chairman. What is the character of the conditions in that 
alley? 

Mr. Newkirk. The conditions in that aUey at the present time are 
not very bad, it might be on accoimt of the reduction in the number 
of hcenses there; but they are going in and coming out at aU times of 
the night. The police record does not show mucn disorder. 

The Chairman. You say they are going in and coming out at all 
times of the night ? 

Mr. Newkirk. Yes. 

The Chairman. You mean men and women ? 

Mr. Newkirk. Yes; some of the women who live in that aUey that 
frequent those yet-ko-min joints, Chinese restaurants, and cheap 
restaurants run by Greeks. 
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The Chairman. Would you say that it is a place of bad character ? 

Mr. Newbobk. I would call it a slum character. 

The Chairman. Are there any other slum alleys in your precinct ? 

Mr. Newkirk. That is about the only alley that is in that neigh- 
borhood, where any of those people live. I have not done duty back 
in some of the other alleys, but there is an alley at First Street and 
Pennsylvania Avenue, called Purdy's Court, and there are a number 
of Italians there. For this last year they have been behaving them- 
selves very nicely. 

Mr. O'Connor. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask the witness 
some questions. 

Senator Jones. We have a rule of this committee that any ques- 
tions that outsiders desire to ask shall be placed in writing and pre- 
sented to the chairman. 

The Chairman. We will put you on the stand and let you make your 
statement. 

Mr. O'Connor. Will you not permit me the privilege that I am 
entitled to ? 

The Chairman. We will put you on the stand. 

Mr. O'Connor. I should like to ask him a question. 

Senator Dillingham. Reduce it to writing. 

Mr. O'Connor. Well, that will take some time. 

The Chairman. Come over here by me and teU me what you want 
to ask him. Just sit right over here. 

Mr. O'Connor. I think I might be granted the privilege. Senator, 
that I am entitled to. 

Senator Jones. If we allowed everybody who wanted to, to ask 
questions, there would be no end to it. The thing would go on forever. 

(After informal conversation between Mr. O'Connor and the mem- 
bers of the committee, Mr. O'Connor proceeded to state in a low tone 
to the chairman questions which he desired to be asked of the wit- 
ness, each of which questions was then asked by the chairman and 
answered as follows:) 

The Chairman. Did you make any arrests at O'Connor's place in 
the last two years ? 

Mr. Newkirk. I would have made arrests there, but 

The Chairman. What is that? 

Mr. Newkirk. I would have made many arrests there, but I was 
not allowed to. Mr. O'Connor had made certain threats that if I 
went in there I would get throwed out. 

Mr. O'Connor. I never made such a threat. 

Senator Jones. Does that prevent pohce officers from going in 
there? 

Mr. Newkirk. No; but I was instructed not to. I used to go into 
that place. 

Senator Jones. Who instructed you not to ? 

Mr. Newkirk. My Ueutenant. He instructed me not to go in 
there unless I was on official duty, so that since that time I never 
went in any of the saloons without Roing there on duty. 

Senator J6nes. Would it not be omcid duty to go in these saloons 
to see how they are bdng conducted ? 

Mr. Newkirk. Ithinkitwould,absd[utely. Ialwaysdidit,foryears. 

Senator Jones. Who was that that gave you these instructions? 

Mr. Newkirk. Lieut. Duvall. 

The Chairman. Were you put off that beat? 
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Mr. Newkirk. No, sir; I was transferred just on the other side of 
the street. 

The Chairman. Where does that beat end? 

Mr. Newkirk. At Four-and-a-half Street — ^Fourth Street. 

The Chairman. Where is your present beat ? 

Mr. Newkirk. From Four-and-a-half to Sixth. 

The Chairman. You were not transferred off that beat? 

Mr. Newkirk. I was transferred oflf the beat; yes, sir. 

The Chairman. Why were you transferred ? 

Mr. Newkerk. Mr. O'Connor had went to headquarters, and he 
made a false statement that I had been borrowing money off of Mr. 
Shea, a saloon keeper. I was tried on those charges and proved 
myself clear, which 1 told the major that I didn't owe Mr. Shea any- 
tmng, never borrowed from him only one time, and that was when I 
had a death in the family, and I had to have money, and Mr. Shea 
testified to the same thing; and I paid him back. Mr. Shea testified 
to the same thing, which was perfectly right. Capt. Byrnes said, 
''You had better go on the other beat for a while.'' Since then my 
beat has been just as much on Mr. O'Connor's part of the territory as 
it ever was. I go back and forth. I often take from Third to Seventh 
Streets — that is, including between Third and Four-and-a-half 
Streets — and it is hardly a week that I do not cover the whole line 
there, more or less. 

The Chairman. Mr. O'Connor, do you want to take the stand? 

Mr. O'Connor. I would like to ask him some more questions. 

The Chairman (after further suggestion by Mr. O'Connor). Did 
you arrest the superintendent of the Gospel Mission ? 

Mr. Newkirk. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. Explain that. 

Mr. Newkirk. I arrested him on a number of complaints from 
Mr. Kline. 

Mr. Matthew O'Brien. That case is still pending, and I am coun- 
sel for that man, and I object to that case being tried here. 

Mr. Newkirk. He went to the station house just the same as any- 
bodv else would go. 

The Chairman. That will do. Stand aside. 

AH the witnesses who have been examined may now be excused. 

(The witness was thereupon excused.) 

TESTIMONT OF MB. JEBEMIAH O'COmTOB. 

(The witness was sworn by the chairman.) 

The Chairman. Will you state your full name? 

Mr. O'Connor. Jeremiah O'Connor. 

The Chairman. What is your address? 

Mr. O'Connor. 116 Four-and-a-half Street NW. 

The Chairman. Are you running a saloon there? 

Mr. O'Connor. Yes. 

The Chairman. Now, state about the manner in which your saloon 
is conducted? 

Mr. O'Connor. It is conducted in an orderly manner, according to 
the law, for the past 10 years, while I have been there. I have never 
been in the pohce court; nevier have been charged with any crime 
or any evasion of the law. 
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The Chaebman. Do any Chinamen frequent your place? 

Mr. O'Connor. No, su-. 

The Chairman. Is there a Chinese district adjacent? 

Mr. O'Connor. No, sir. 

The Chairman. Is it near you ? 

Mr. O'Connor. The Chinese district is on Pennsylvania Avenue. 

The Chairman. What is the nearest Chinese place to^ou ? 

Mr. O'Connor. There are no Chinamen living in that neighbor- 
hood. 

The Chairman. Where are the nearest Chinese to you ? 

Mr. O'Connor. Aroimd the comer, on Pennsylvania Avenue. As 
a rule. Chinamen do not visit saloons. 

The Chairman. Was there any protest against the renewal of 
your license last November ? 

Mr. O'Connor. No, sir, never a protest; except Mr. Kline, of the 
Gospel Mission, made some protest that he could not substantiate. 

Senator Jones. Was not that a protest ? 

Mr. O'Connor. It is a general protest, from his standpoint; what 
he has, as a rule, against all saloons. He had no material fact,, that 
I could see, submitted to the board. 

The Chairman. That is sufficient. 

Mr. O'Connor. Now, I want to say something else. 

Senator Jones. No; we do not care to go into that other matter. 

Mr. O'Connor. Gentlemen, I do not fed that I got a square deal 
in this matter, because I was not permitted to cross-question the 
witness. 

The Chairman. You will be permitted to ask any questions you 
want to. Submit them to me in writing. 

Mr. O'Connor. I do not think it is fair. I think it is discrimi- 
natory. 

The Chairman. You stand aside. 

Mr. O'Connor. Yes, sir; I will. It is all a one-sided affair, gentle- 
men, to my mind. I do not think it is fair, such treatment; to put 
him on the stand and say that he will not be permitted to be ques- 
tioned. 

Senator Jones. Mr. Chairman, I move that the chairman request 
the Sergeant at Arms of the Senate to detail an official to this room 
to preserve order. 

The Chairman. Very well. Is that satisfactory to the committee ? 

Senator Dillingham. Yes. 

(The witness was thereupon excused.) 

TESTIMONY OF ME. PRESTON E. MILLER. 

(The witness was sworn by the chairman.) 

The Chairman. State your fuU name. 

Mr. Miller. Preston E. Miller. 

The Chairman. Are you one of the Miller Bros., conducung a piace 
at No. 1340 E Street? 

Mr. Miller. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. How long have vou conducted a place there 

Mr. Miller. Do you mean how long has it been in my name and 
my brother's ? 
|;._The Chairman. Yes. 
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Mr. Miller. Since my father's death; that is, two years last Sep- 
tember. 

The Chairman. Did you have some trouble getting a renewal of 
your license last November ? 

Mr. Miller. Yes, sir; the license was refused last November 1. 

The Chairman. Your license was refused? 

Mr. Millar. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. On what grounds ? 

Mr. Miller. I do not know. 

Senator Dillingham. Can you not speak a little louder ? 

Mr. Miller. Yes, sir. There were nve saloons in the block and 
the law only allowed three, I think, and two had to be refused. 

The Chairman. What suggestion came to you as to how you could 
get a license ? 

Mr. Miller. There were three remaining licenses not granted, and 
we made application, after our license was refused, for a license at 
501 Fourteenth Street NW. 

The Chairman. Who suggested that to you, to apply for a license 
on Fourteenth Street ? 

Mr. Miller. Mr. SulHvan. 

The Chairman. Who is Mr. Sullivan? 

Mr. Miller. He represents the Heurich Brewing Co. He attended 
all the hearings of the excise board. 

The Chairman. Was that after your first application had been 
declined ? 

Mr. Miller. Yes. 

The Chairman. Did he represent you when you made application, 
while the entrance to vour saloon was on E Street ? 

Mr. Miller. He did. not exactly represent us. He was there in 
the interest of Mr. Heurich. 

The Chairman. In the interest of whom ? 

Mr. Miller. Mr. Heurich, the owner of the property. 

The Chairman. Oh, the owner of the property ? 

Mr. Miller. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. Did you have a lawyer to represent you? 

Mr. Miller. No, sir. 

The Chairman. You say Mr. Sullivan suggested to you that you 
change your entrance from E Street to Fourteenth Street ? 

Mr. Miller. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. Did he say who suggested it to him ? 

Mr. Miller. No, sir. He said there were three openings for a 
license, and that we had better make application as soon as possible. 

The Chairman. And change your entrance ? 

Mr. Miller. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. Did you change your entrance immediately, or 
before you made your application ? 

Mr. Miller. No, sir; we did not change the entrance xmtil the 
license was granted. 

The Chairman. You did not change your entrance xmtil eit&t 
your license was granted ? 

Mr. Miller. No, sir. 

The Chairman. Did you pay out any money to get your license? 

Mr. Miller. No, sir. 

Senator Jones. After the license was granted how long was it 
until you had an entrance there ? 
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Mr. Miller. We got in that afternoon, I think. 

Senator Jones, xou just tore out the window and commenoed 
business? 

Mr. MiLLEB. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. EHd you not have to show, in your application for 
a license, where your entrance was ? 

Mr. Miller. Well, you have to have the plans drawn of that. 

Senator Jones. You had plans drawn, but you had no entrance 1 

Mr. Miller. No, sir. 

Senator Jones. The room was just the same as you had been occu- 
pying for a saloon all the time before ? 

Mr. Miller. How is that, sir ? 

Senator Jones. The room that you have your saloon in now, under 
the new entrance, is just the same room that you Imd been having it 
in before ? 

Mr. Miller. The same; yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. Did you not suggest to Mr. Sullivan that it was no 
use to apply for a license there in that same room again } 

Mr. Miller. No, sir. 

Senator Jones. Did you think that you were coming within the 
law in applying for a license in that way ? 

Mr. Miller. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. You thought you were ? 

Mr. Miller. It would be on Fourteenth Street then, I thought; 
501 Fourteenth Street. 

Senator Jones. Your saloon would be on Fourteenth Street ? 

Mr. Miller. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. You never considered it on Fourteenth Street 
before that ? 

Mr. Miller. No, sir; the entrance was on E Street before that. 
• Senator Jones. In other words, you consider the entrance to make 
the saloon ? 

Mr. Miller. Well, I think the entrance would be on the street we 
would be doing business on. 

Senator Jones. Of course, the entrance would be; but would that 
change the entire location of the saloon ? 

Mr. Miller. No, sir; it would not change the location of the 
saloon. 

Senator Jones. It did not change the location at aU, did it ? 

Mr. Miller. It changed 

Senator Jones. It did not change the location at all ? 

Mr. Miller. No, sir; it did not change the location of the building, 
but it changed the location of the street we were doing business on. 

Senator Jones. It did not change the location of the saloon ? 

Mr. Miller. No, sir; I guess not; not of the building. 

Senator Jones. You did not pay anybody any money in connection 
with getting the hcense ? 

Mr. Miller. No, sir. 

Senator Jones. Either directly or indirectly ? 

Mr. Miller. No, sir. 

Senator Jones. Do you understand that the owner of the property 
was paying anybody? 

Mr. Miller. No, sir. 
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Senator Jones. Of course, I am not suggesting that you paid to 
the board, but did you pay to any attorney or anybody acting 
for you ? 

Mr. MiLLEB. No, sir; we had no one representing us at all. 

Senator Jones. Mr. Sullivan was lust acting as a sort of a friend? 

Mr. Miller. Well, no; he was looking out for Mr. Heurich's 
interests, I suppose. 

Senator Jones. What is that ? 

Mr. Miller. He was looking out for Mr. Heurich's interests, 
I suppose. 

Senator Jones. What interest did Mr. Heurich have there ? 

Mr. Miller. He owned the property, I suppose. 

Senator Jones. He owned tne property where you were running 
the saloon ? 

Mr. Miller. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. And he thought he could not rent it for any other 
purpose than that of a saloon? 

Mr. Miller. I suppose he could; yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. Who is Mr. Heunch ? What business is he in ? 

Mr. Miller. He is in the brewery business. 

Senator Jones. He is in the brewery business ? 

Mr, Miller. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. What rent do you pay him ? 

Mr. Miller. $450 a month. 

Senator Jones. $450 a month? 

Ikfr. Miller. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. For just the lower floor? 

Mr. Miller. Yes. 

Senator Jones. A lower room? 

Mr. Miller. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. Did he put up the money for the license? 

Mr. Miller. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. He put up the money for your license, too ? 

Mr. Miller. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. And you pay $450 a month rent ? 

Mr. Miller. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. He furnishes the room and also furnishes the 
license ? 

Mr. Miller. Oh, no. The license was a loan. 

Senator Jones. You said he put up the money for it? 

Mr. Miller. Yes; but it was a loan he made. 

Senator Jones. It was a loan? 

Mr. Miller. Yes, sir. 
' Senator Jones. He loaned you that money? 

Mr. Miller. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. When is that loan to be repaid? 

Mr. Miller. It is being paid now. 

Senator Jones. I say, when is it to be repaid ? 

Mi. Miller. It is being paid now. 

Senator Jones. Being paid monthly ? 

Mr. Miller. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. Have you any property aside from the interest in 
that saloon ? 

Mr. Miller. The estate has; yes, sir. 
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Senator Jones. What is that ? 

Mr. Miller. The estate has some real estate. 

Senator Jones. The estate ? 

Mr. Miller. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. But you have not any, personally ? 

Mr. Miller. No, sir. 

Senator Jones. How long have you had a saloon in that place? 

Mr. Miller. My father was there since February 14, 1910. After 
his death 

Senator Jones. How much floor space is there in that room occu- 
pied by the saloon ? How long and how wide is it ? 

Mr. Miller. About 30 feet, I guess, by 30-35, probably. 

Senator Jones. Is it as wide as it is long ? 

Mr. Miller. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. That is all. 

The Chairman. Did you have any understanding with the excise 
board before you made the appUcation for license ? 

Mr. Miller. Have an understanding? 

The Chairman. Yes. 

Mr. Miller. No, sir. 

The Chairman. Did you not consult with them about whether, if 
you changed your entrance, your Hcense would be granted ? 

Mr. Miller. No; we made the appHcation on the 31st day of Oc- 
tober, and our hcense was refused, and Gen. Smith said that the board 
was not in session and they could not accept the appUcation at that 
time, so that we made the apphcation, I think, on the 5th of Novem- 
ber, when the board was in session. 

The Chairman. Did you talk with Gen. Smith about it that day? 

Mr. Miller. We saw Gen. Smith and Mr. Baker when we made 
appUcation. 

The Chairman. Did they tell vou that if you changed the entrance 
around, your appUcation would oe granted ? 

Mr. Miller. No, sir. 

The Chairman. Did you discuss the matter with thwn ? 

Mr. Miller. No, sir; just merely went over and filed our appUca- 
tion; and Gen. Smith said that the board was not in session, and they 
could not do anything until they were in session. 

Senator Jones. When the board was in session, did you have any 
talk with him about it ? 

Mr. Miller. No, sir; just filed the appUcation on the 5th of 
November. 

Senator Jones. When was it acted on ? 

Mr. Milleb. We got an answer on it on the 21st of November. 

Senator Jones. On the 21st qf November? 

Mr. Miller. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. And the day you got the answer you broke out the 
window there, and made an entrance on Fourteenth Street ? 

ISt, Milleb. Yes, sir. 

The Ceulibman. In the meantime, you continued to do business 
with your entrance on the E Street side ? 

Mr. Miller. No, sir; we were closed there. 

The Chairman. You were closed there ? 

Mr. Milleb. Closed entirely. 

Senator Jones. You had your stock stiU in the room, however! 
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Mr. MiLLEB. Yes. 

Senator Jones. Where it had heem ? 

Mr. Milleb. Yes. 

The Chaibman. Did anybody offer to represent you in getting 
that license ? 

Mr. Milleb. No, sir. 

Senator Jones. You do not know whether the brewing company 
paid Mr. Sullivan anything or not? 

Mr. MiLEB. No; I could not say that. He is an employee over 
there, anyhow. 

Senator Jones. Of the brewing company? 

Mr. Mn.LEB. Yes, sir. 

The Chaibman. That is all. 

(The witness was thereupon excused.) 

TESTIMONY OF MB. EDGAR A. MILLER. 

(The witness was sworn by the chairman.) 

The Chaibman. Will you state your full name ? 

Mr. Milleb. Edgar A. Miller. 

The Chaibman. Are you one of the Miller Bros. ? 

Mr. Milleb. Yes, sir. 

The Chaibman. Conducting a saloon at 1349 E Street? 

Mr. Milleb. 1349 was the original address, on E Street. 

The Chaibman. No. 1349? 

Mr. Milleb. No. 1349. 

The Chaibman. What is your number now ? 

Mr. Milleb. No. 501 Fourteenth Street. 

The Chaibman. When you applied for a license last, November, it 
was declined at first, was it not ? 

Mr. Milleb. Yes, sir. 

The Chaibman. On the ground that there were already three 
saloons on that side of the block ? 

Mr. Milleb. There were too many on that side; yes, sir. 

The Chaibman. How long did your saloon remain closed before 
you secured a license ? 

Mr. Milleb. It was closed on the 31st of October, and we reopened 
on the 21st of November. 

The Chaibman. Did the board have a rule that when a saloon was 
closed after the license expired, the stock was to be removed within 
a certain time ? 

Mr. Milleb. They give you 30 days to remove your stock and close 
your business up. 

The Chaibman. And you got your license in 21 days? 

Mr. Milleb. They give 30 days to close out the stock and the 
business, if you want to. 

The Chaibman. If you had not gotten that license, you would have 
had to get out on the 1st of December ? 

Mr. Milleb. Yes, and gotten the stock all out. 

The Chaibman. I understand you succeeded in getting your license 
in about 21 days? 

Mr. Milleb. In 21 days. 

The Chaibman. Did you pay any money to any one to get this? 

Mr. Milleb. No^sir. 

The Chaibman. Did anybody pay any money for you to get it? 



Digitized by CjOOQIC 



EXpiSE BOABD OF THE DISTBIOT OF COLUMBIA. 255 

Mr. Miller. Not that I know of; no, sir. There never was any 
suggestion of any kmd to me, that I know of. I don't think anybody 
did anything about it. 

The Chairman. Did anybody oflFer to represent you ? 

Mr. Miller. Oh, no; no, sir. 

The CHAiRifAN. In 1913, when you got a Ucense, did anybody 
represent you ? 

Mr. Miller. In 1913? 

The Chairman. Yes. 

Mr. Miller. No; we simply made our appUcation for renewal. 

The Chairman. You made your appUcation for renewal, and you 
had no representative, no attorney or anybody else? 

Mr. Miller. No, sir. 

The Chairman. Did anybody tell you if you moved your entrance 
from E Street to Fourteenth Street you could get a Ucense ? 

Mr. Miller. Nobody told us that if we moved the entrance we 
would get a license; no, sir. 

The Chairman. Whjat did they tell you ? 

Mr. Miller. When we were refused our Ucense on the 31st of Octo- 
ber, we were told that there were 297 Ucenses that had been issued, 
and Mr. SuUivan had a list of all these saloons that had been panted 
their Ucenses, and we understood that the list of granted apphcations 
were 297, so that we filed our new appUcation for 501 Foiu*teenth 
Street. 

The Chairman. Who suggested that you change your entrance to 
Fourteenth Street ? 

Mr. Miller. Mr. SulUvan was there, and we talked it over. 

The Chairman. Did he say that anvbody 

Mr. Miller. He said there was probably a chance to change our 
entrance there, and get our Ucense that way. 

The Chairman. That is all, Mr. Miller. 

(The witness was thereupon excused.) 

TESTIMONY OF LIEUT. JOHN L. SPRINKLE. 

(The witness was sworn by the chairman.) 

The Chairman. Give your fuU name? 

Mi*. Sprinbxe. John L. Sprinkle. 

The Chairman. You are a member of the MetropoUtan poUce 
force ? 

Mr. Sprinkle. I am a member of the MetropoUtan poUce depart- 
ment ; Ueutenant, in chaise of the first precinct. 

The Chairman. Is the Grand Hotel m your precinct? 

Mr. Sprinkle. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. Did you make an examination of the Grand Hotel 
last year, some time? 

Mr. Sprinkle. A great number of times I was in there. 

The Chairman. Have you been in there recently ? 

Mr. Sprinkle. Not for a month, I don't suppose. 

The Chairman. What is the character of that place ? 

Mr. Sprinkle. It has been heretofore verj^ objectionable on 
account of the summer garden run in connection with it, where 
singing and dancing was permitted, dancing between men and women, 
and cabaret shows. 

The Chairman. Drinking? 
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Mr. Sprinkle. Drinking at tables, yes, sir; and right among these 
tables was a platform set aside for dancing purposes, where women 
would get up from the table after drinking and dance there, you 
know, 5) songs. 

The Ceulirman. What was the character of these women? 

Mr. Sprinkle. There were a great many prostitutes — streetwalkera. 
Once in a while I would see a woman whom I did not know, but I did 
know a great many. I have been in that district for a great many 
years, the red light district, and I was personally acauainted witn 
nearly all the public prostitutes, or women who had been public 
prostitutes. 

The Chairman. And some of these were among those women? 

Mr. Sprinkle. Yes; the majority of the women there were in that 
class. 

The Chairman. Did you bring this matter to the attention of the 
excise board? 

Mr. Sprinkle. Yes, sir. I was acting captain at that time and 
made a report to that effect, and I testified also before the excise 
board in corroboration of my report. 

The Chairman. Was that in connection with the matter of the 
hearing on renewal of license ? 

Mr. Sprinkle. Yes. 

The Chairman. Last November ? 

Mr. Sprinkle. Yes. 

The Chairman. What do you know about the man who runs that 
place ? 

Mr. Sprinkle. In what way ? 

The Chairman. Well, as to his personal character. 

Mr. Sprinkle. Personally he is a man of good character. I have 
known him a great number of years. He has run a bar in that pre- 
cinct I presume for 25 years. He had a bar at the southwest comer 
of Fourteenth and Pennsylvania Avenue for a great number of years. 

The Chairman. Was he not convicted of sefling Uquor to a minor 
at one time ? 

Mr. Sprinkle. You ask at that time. Up to the time he assumed 
charge of the Grand Hotel I do not think there was anything against 
his record. 

The Chairman. I see. 

Mr. Sprinkle. But he was convicted of selling to minors, and his 
Ucense was rejected about four years ago. Then there was some 
application, in what way I do not know, and he got a Hcense. 

The Chairman. He organized a corporation? 

Mr. Sprinkle. Yes, sir; under the present system he has assumed 
the majority control of the stock of this corporation and has assumed 
the managership of the hotel as a result. Of course that is only, in 
my iudgment, a subterfuge. 

Tne &AIRMAN. Is there not an indictment pending against him 
now ? 

Mr. Sprinkle. There are two cases, I beUeve, pending against him 
in the pohce court for selling to minors. 

Senator Jones. That hotel and bar are on Government property? 

Mr. Sprinkle. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. Is that place run as a regular hotel as well as a 
barroom ? 
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Mr. Sprinkle. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. Do guests come there all the time? 

Mr. Sprinkle. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. And stop ? 

Mr. Sprinkle. Oh, it is a good, large hotel. I presume there are 
150 rooms in it. 

The Chairman. Do you know of any disreputable use made of 
the rooms at any time ? 

Mr. Sprinkle. The conduct of the hotel and conduct of the bar 
proper have always been moral and good enough^ but its objectionable 
feature was in connection with the bar, to which I so seriously ob- 
jected, and which I think reduces the morality of any neighborhood 
in the way it was run. 

The Chairman. You made a report over your own signature that 
it was a resort of people of low character and questionable character? 

Mr. Sprinkle. Yes; from my personal observation; not from 
reports of subordinates. 

The Chairman. From your own personal observation ? 

Mr. Sprinkle. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. You considered that part run in a very disreputa- 
ble way, did you not ? 

Mr. Sprinkle. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. And in a verv disreputable place ? 

Mr. Sprinkle. I think it haa a tendency to decrease the morality 
of the community. 

Senator Jones. Very decidedly. 

Mr. Sprinkle. And I did not think it was good public policy to 
permit such a place to be run. 

The Chairman. That is sufficient. You may be excused. 

Mr. Smith. Mr. Chairman. 

The Chairman. Just a minute, Lieut. Sprinkle. 

Mr. Smith. May I invite the attention of the committee to the 
testimony of the witness before the board at the hearings? You 
have that here with the hearings. I just invite your attention to it. 
Senator. . 

Senator Jones. Oh, yes; we will examine the record in that case, 
General. 

Mr. Smith. Thank you. 

The Chairman. Do you know of any other places of disreputable 
character in that precinct — similar places ? 

Mr. Sprinkle. There is one running now at Tenth and E which 
is as bad as the Grand Hotel ever was, in my judgment. 

The Chairman. What place is that? 

Mr. Sprinkle. The Marks Hotel, at Tenth and E Streets NW. 

The CHAIRMAN. What do you know about that? 

Mr. Sprinkle. Well, it is practically the same as the others. The 
same class of people, to a great extent, frequent it; but it is not such 
an elaborate place. They are more condensed there, and in fact 
it makes it really a worse place than the other. 

The Chairman. Was that brought to the attention of the board ? 

Mr. Sprinkle. Yes; its appointments are not so elaborate. I do 
not think there was any controversy at the time, because just prior , 
to the Ucense year ending, this man did conduct his place very good 
for a few weeKs prior to that, and there had not been much record 
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against it, but soon after his license was granted the place commenced 
being bad and grew from bad to worse, until now it is the worst place 
we have in the precinct; and probably almost one-third of the bar- 
rooms in the District of Columoia are in my precinct. 

The Chairman. In your precinct ? 

Mr. Sprinbxe. I expect so; yes, sir. I do not know the exact 
number. That takes m the territory from Seventh to Fifteenth and 
from B to K Streets NW. 

The Chairman. Do you know of any violations of the Sunday law 
by these saloons in your precinct ? 

Mr. Sprinkle. No; the Simday law is very well observed, so far 
as I know. Indeed, I have every reason to believe that the Sunday 
law is well observed in all the barrooms. 

Senator Jones. Do you submit reports to Maj. Sylvester with 
reference to these saloons in these different places from time to time? 

Mr. Sprinkle. No, sir; only at their apphcations for renewals each 
year. 

Senator Jones. Then their applications are referred to you ? 

Mr. Sprinkle. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. And reports are made ? 

Mr. Sprinkle. We never submit special reports unless there is 
something extraordinary, much out of the ordinary. 

Senator Jones. So that there have been no reports submitted with 
respect to this Marks place since the Ucense was granted ? 

Mr. Sprinkle. No, sir. 

The Chairman. That is sufficient. 

(The witness was thereupon excused.) 

TESTIMONY OF ME. LOUIS BUSH. 

(The witness was sworn by the chairman.) 

The Chairman. What is your full name ? 

Mr. Bush. Louis Bush. 

The Chairman. How long have you been a resident of the District 
of Columbia ? 

Mr. Bush. About 23 years. 

The Chairman. From what State did you come here ? 

Mr. Bush. From Elmira, N. Y; New York State. 

The Chairman. Were you operating a saloon imtil October 31 last? 

Mr. Bush. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. Where ? 

Mr. Bush. At 1305 E Street. 

The Chairman. Did you make appUcation for a renewal of your 
Ucense ? 

Mr. Bush. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. What became of that appHcation ? 

Mr. Bush. It was refused. 

The Chairman. Was it at one time accepted before it was finally 
refused ? 

Mr. Bush. That was the talk on the street. That was what I 
heard. Of course I do not know, but I was informed that it was 

f ranted. It was one Mr. Riley who told me. I do not know where 
e received his information. He is an undertaker. He Uves on 
Capitol Hill, and he met me on the street Thursday morning and he 
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said, "Mr. Bush, your lic^Me hte been granted." Now, where he 
goli hi* information, I do not knoW. Hien I had understood af tOT- 
wards that it was common talk on the street that toy fio^ise had 
been graMed. 1 4o not know just wb6 it Was that said it, but it was 
common talk on the street up until Friday night. 

The Chairman. Who represented you in your apnlication? 

Mr. Bush. Julius Peyser was my attorney, aAd ne afeo had Mr. 
Sheehy to help him. Mr. Peyser represents toe. 

The CiAiKilAN. What did you pay him? 

Mr. Bush. I just paid him a small retainer. 

The Chairman. Was there a coBttingent fee in the event j^ou got 
the license? 

Mr. Bush. In case I would get my hcense; yes, sir. 

The CflAttMAN. What was the r6tAin«-? 

Mr. Bush. $250. 

The CHAfitMAir. You paid him $250? 

Mr. Bush. Yes, sir. 

The ChaibMak. How nwreh were you to pay him hi case you got 
th^IieetKse? 

Mr. Bush. I was to pay Peyser $1,000 in case I got my lioensd. 

The Ohahimak. Was Mr. Sheehy to have a paft of that? 

Mr. Bush. I don't know. I suppose it was to be that way. 

The Chairman. You had no arrangement yourself with Mr. 
Sheehy? 

Mr. Bush. No; I had my arrangement with Mr. Peyser. Mr. 
Pe^er has been representing me for years. He was my attorney. 

The Chairman. Why did you think it was necessary to pay so 
large a fee as that to get a renewal of your license ? 

Mr. Bt7SH. I didn't know it was necessary at all, but Mr. Peyser 
had Always represented me from time to time, and I did not really 
know that it was necessary. I only thought, on account of the num- 
ber of saioons in that block, five, tha,t a man had to be represented, 
that was all. 

The Chairman. Did he say anything to you about the advantage 
of having Mr. Sheehy in the case ? 

Mr. BtrsH. No; he did not speak of advantage, at all. 

The Chairman. Why did he engage Mr. Sheehy ? 

Mr. Bush. I don't know. He never said anything to me. I 
engaged Mr. Peyser. 

Senatot Jone^. Did you have any talk with him about the siae of 
this fee that you werp to pay him ? 

Mr. Bush. Nothing only to Mr. Peyser, that is aU. 

Senator Jones. That is what I mean — to Peyser? Did you not 
protest that that was a little high for presenting an application to 
the excise board ? 

Mr. Bush. I kind of thou^t it was, but he said that was his fee, 
and that is all there was. 

Senator Jonbs. Did he teU you that he had got Mr. Sheehy to help ? 

Mr. Bush. He said that Mr. Sheehy would work with mm to try 
to obtain my license. They never guaranteed me anything. They 
said they would try to get it for me. 

S^iator Jones. Did he explain why he thought he ought to have. 
Mr. Sheehy help ? 

84513»— S. Doc. 981, 63-8 18 
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Mr. Bush. I do not remember whether he did or not. I hardly 
think he did. He just said he would have Mr. Sheehy cooperate with 
him; that was all. 

Senator Jones. You did not ask him why he thought Mr. Sheehy 
was necessary ? 

Mr. Bush. No, sir. 

Senator Jones. You paid him $250 ? 

Mr. Bush. That was all. 

Senator Jones. And then you were to pay him $1,000 if you got 
the license ? 

Mr. Bush. If I received the license. 

The Chairman. Did you not try to get a transfer to some other 
place ? 

Mr. Bush. Yes; I tried to transfer out of that block to the Evans 
Building. 

The GaAiBMAN. Whom did you speak to about that, on the board? 

Mr. Bush. I spoke to Mr. Meehy when he was on the board. 

The Chaibman. What did he say to you about that? 

Mr. Bush. He said that they would not consider a transfer at the 
terminal of any street railroad. 

The Chairman. Did any other member of the board talk with you 
about it ? 

Mr. Bush. I think the other members were there; yes, sir. 

The Chaibman. They were there at the time ? 

Mr. Bush. They were there at the time. Mr. Sheehy was the 
sp<^esman. 

Senator Jones. Did they seemingly acquiesce in what he said? 

^k. Bush. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. Then they afterwards did grant a transfer to that 
place? 

Mr. Bush. So I imderstand. There is a barroom there. 

The Chaibman. Did you not try to locate at 1421 G Street? Did 
you not try to get to post there ? 

Mr. Bush. At 14211 

The Chaibman. What other place did you apply for ? 

Mr. Bush. I don't remember about 1421. I know that I had it in 
mind, but whether I had ever taken it up with the board or not, I do 
not remember. I remember having that particular stand in mind. 
It is now a barroom. I do not remember. 

The Chaibman. You remember that place, but do not remember 
whether you took it up or not ? 

Mr. Bush. I remember having it in mind. 

The Chaibman. You remember having in mind this place in the 
Evans Building, also ? 

Mr. Bush. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. Is there a barroom there now ? 

Mr. Bush. Yes, sir. 

The Chaibman. And thev told you — ^you say Mr. Sheehy told you— 
that they would not consiaer a barroom there ? 

Mr. Bush. He said they would not consider a bar at the terminal 
of a street railway; that was a congested region around there, and 
women were getting oflf the cars anagetting on, and it was too dose 
to the terminus of the Washington, Baltimore & Annapolis Railway, 
and also the other street railways. Of course, I had not made appfi- 
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cation. I went over there and asked them about it, and they would 
not let me put a card up. 

The CHAmMAN. They would not let you put a card up ? 

Mr. Bush. They would not permit me to post it. 

The Chairman. To post notice of your application ? 

Mr. Bush. No, sir. Of course, I did not know whether I was 
going to be the goat or not, or who was going to be the goat; but I 
wanted to play safe, and I thought that if I could get up in another 
and better neighborhood I might be safe up there. I ao not know 
why I felt that way. I had been in this particular place where I was 
refused a Ucense for 21 years. 

The Chairman. You had been there for 21 years? 

Mr. Bush. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. Had there been any complaints about the manner 
in which you conducted your business ? 

Mr. Bush. No, sir; none. Only I ran a caf6 some years ago, and 
there seemed to be a general complaint in regard to all caf6s at that 
time; no particular complaint against me, only it was against all 
caf6s. 

The Chairman. Had there been any protests against the renewal 
of your license ? 

Mr. Bush. No, sir; never in those 21 years. 

The Chairman. Had you any police court record ? 

Mr. Bush. No, sir; I have never been in police court. I never 
had an arrest made in my place. 

The Chairman. That is all. 

(The witness was thereupon excused.) 

TESTIMONY OF ME. WILLIAM A. ENGEL. 

(The witness was sworn by the chairman.) 

The Chairman. Give vour full name. 

Mr. ^NGEL. William A. Engel. 

The Chairman. What is your business ? 

Mr. Engel. I am in the barroom and restaurant business. 

The (Airman. Where are you operating now? 

Mr. Engel. At 1335 E Street. 

The Chairman. How long have you been operating there ? 

Mr. Engel. A little over four years. 

The Chairman. How long have you been a resident of the District ? 

Mr. Engel. Twenty-six years. 

The C^iRMAN. What were you doing before you went in the 
business there ? 

Mr. Engel. I was 11 years with the Pabst Brewing Co., of Mil- 
waukee, as manager, ana 10 years I was in the hotel ousiness here 
at New Jersey Avenue and C Street, near the Capitol. 

The C^iRMAN. Did you have any trouble about renewal of your 
license last November ? 

Mr.* Engel. The license was granted to me; that is all I know 
about that part of it. I did not have any trouble, of course; the 
license was granted. 

The Chairman. Who was your attorney ? 

Mr. Engel. Mr. Burkhart. 

The Chairman. What did you pay him to represent you ? 
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* Mr. Engel. I have not paid him anything, and there is no under- 
standing what I will pay him. He is my regular attorney. 

The Chaebman. He is your resrular attorney, and there is no special 
'fee to be paid him for this work? 

Mr. Engel. No, sir. 

Senator Jones. Yon understood at the time that your apjdication 
'for renewal had been denied, did you not ? 

Mr. Engel. I only heard talk of it as long as a week or 10 days 
before the license was granted, that I would be turned down. Every- 
body expected that somebody had to go, and tiiey were guessing who 
"womd be the one. That is as far as 1 Imow about it. 

Senator Jones„ When you heard these remarks that you were 
likely to be turned down, did you or not confer with your attorney? 

Mr. Engel. I told Mr. Burknart to try his best to snow the excise 
board the reasons why I should get a license. 

Senator Jones. Did he not suggest that there should be some 
influence of some kind brought to bear? 

Mr. Engel. No; he has never suggested anything like that. He 
merely told me to talk to my friends, if there was anybody who could 
-do anything for me; I might suggest to my friends that if there was 
tmy chance, to show why 1 shomd get a license. 

Senator Jones. Did you not take it up with the Pabst Brew- 
ing Co. ? 

Mr. Engel. No, sir. 

Senator Jones. Did you not take it up with their agent ? 

Mr. Engel. I spoke to him many times and expressed the hope 
that I would get my Ucense. 

Senator Jones, lou took the matter up with him and told him 
you understood they were about to reject you, and asked him to do 
what he could to hem you put ? 

Mr. Engel. No; t aid not, because I did not know of that. 

Senator Jones. But you heard that you were likdy to be turned 
-down? 

Mr. Engel. Well, that was common talk; that was the rumor. 
Some people came to me and told me that they would bet money I 
would get it, and others said that I would be rejected. 

Senator Jones. Did not that stir him up ? 

Mr. Engel. Yes. Of course he knew I was doing all I could for 
^myself, if there was any chance to do it. 

Senator Jones. Who is the agent of the Pabst Brewing Co. ? 

Mr. Engel. Mr. Mentzel. 

Senator Jones. Do you not know that he interested himself in the 
matter? 

Mr. Engel. I have no doubt that he desired to see me get a license, 
but what he could do, I do not know. 

Senator Jones. Have you talked with him since about it, as to 
what he did do ? 

Mr. Engel. Oh, yes. Anything he done, I haven't asked hiip any 
questions about, because I didn't think he could do anything. 

Senator Jones. You really do not want to know what he did, 
do you ? 

Mr. Engel. If I thought he could, I would ask him. 

Senator Jones. You really do not want to know what he did, do 
you? 
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Mr. Engel. It doesn't matter, because I dixin't know there was 
any trouble, nor I didn't think he could do anything. That was reaUy 
my place. 

Senator Jones. You do not know whether he interested any 
Members of the House or Senate or not ? 

Mr. £n«el. No, sir. 

Senator Jonea. Tou have not asked him whether he did or not? 

Mr. Enoel. I have not asked him any cpestions. 

Senator Joa^ES. No*; and you are not gomg to^ are you ? 

Mr. Enobl. I can not see why I shoi3d. 

Senator Jones. No; yoiL are not. Do you Imow whether anj 
Senator or Representative interested himsell in your behalf in thia 
matter? 

Mr. Engel. No, sir. 

Senator Jones. And you are not going to try to find thet out^ 
are you? 

Air. Engel, Why should I ? 

Senator Jones, i ou have not talked with your attorney as to what 
you are to pay him? 

Mr. Engel. No, sir; I do not expect to pay him' any more than 
what is right and proper; possibly $50, or $25 only. I ao not kaow; 
he might not charge me anything, so far as I know. 

Senator Jones. He may charge you three or four thousand dollars t 

Mi. Engel. He won't. He coiild not collect it. He knows better. 

Senator Jones. Did he have anybody help him ? 

ifr. Engel. That I could not tell. 

Senator Jones. Suppose he comes and tella you that he had Mr. 
Sheehy help him, ana that was the only way he could get that hcense 
renewed, and that he had to pay him; you will pay him, will you 
not ? You will make good his agreement ? 

Mr. Engel. I think my attorney stands on hk own feet. 

Senator Jones. I say, you will make good any agreement that he 
made with reference to getting your license renewed, wiU you not ? 

Mr. Engel. Oh, no; I would like to be asked, first, about that part. 

Senator Jones. You have not paid anything, you have not agreed 
to pay anything, and you do not know what you are going to pay ? 

Mr. En»el. No, sir. 

Senaitor Jones. That is all. 

Mr. Engel. Because I was not able to pay Miything, on account 
of the conditions of business; so that my attorney has not given me 
any bill, and I expect a very small one. 

Senator Jones. It is pretty good notice to him, anyway. 

(The witness was thereupon excused.) 

TESTIMOUrT OF ME» HICHIEI P. FITZSIlUKOrS. 

(The witness was sworn by the chairman.) 
The Chaibman. What is your full name? 
Mr. FrrzsiMMONS. Michael P. Fitzsimmons. 
The Chaibman. What is your business ? 
Mr. FrrzsiMMONS. Tailor. 

The Chaibman. You recall the application of Thomas Raftery for 
a saloon license ? 
Mr. FrrzsiMMONS. Yes. 
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The Chairman. He wanted a license in the block where you did 
busmess ? 

Mr. FiTZSiMMONS. In the store where I was. 

The Chaibman. In the store where you did business ? 

Mr. FiTzsiMMONs. Yes. 

The Chaibbian. State what took place between you and him. 

Mr. FrrzsiMMONS. He brought a representative from Shannon & 
Luchs to my place, Mr. Rose, and he finally agreed to take the place. 
I had no lease on this store, but it was about March 12 or 15, some- 
where between those dates, that he came there, and I had opened the 
store in the dull season, the latter part of November, and 1 had not 
had a chance to get any business in that season, so that I asked Mr. 
Raftery if he would consent to my remaining through the season to 
give me a chance to do some business during the busy season, and I 
said I would be willing to vacate at that time. 

The Chairman. When was that ? 

Mr. FnzsiMMONS. About March 15. 

The Chairman. Of last year? 

Mr. FrrzsiMMONS. 1914. 

The Chairman. You had a lease on this store, or did you own it? 

Mr. FrrzsiMMONS. I did not have any lease on it. 

The Chairman. Did you own the place ? 

Mr. FrrzsiMMONS. No; I was only a tenant. 

The Chairman. You were there just as a tenant at will? 

Mr. FiTZSiMMONS. As a monthly tenant. 

The Chairman. A monthly tenant ? 

Mr. FrrzsiMMONS. Yes, sir; so that he agreed to let me remain imtil 
Julv 15, or perhaps August 1, and I went up to the excise board to 
find out what conditions were imposed, having heard that such was 
not the case and I would not be permitted to stay. 

The Chairman. Had he posted a notice there that he was going 
to make application for license ? 

Mr. FrrzsiMMONS. Yes, sir; at that time, the day before I went up 
to the excise board. Mr. Sheehy was then a member of the board. 
I saw him, and he stated that even though I was only a monthly ten- 
ant I had certain property rights, and ne advised me to consult an 
attorney; and the attorney ach^ised me to take the sign down, so that 
I did take it down. The same afternoon Mr. Rose and Mr. Raftery 
came to my store and wanted to know what was the trouble, and so 
forth. I told them. I explained to them that I felt the conditions 
were not as he had expected; that the board would expect them to 
show some activity within a reasonable time. 

The Chairman. Had any protests been made in regard to that 
saloon at that time ? 

Mr. Fitzsimmons. Yes; I had started one the day previous. 

The Chairman. You started one ? 

Mr. Fitzsimmons. Yes. 

The Chairman. In your block? 

Mr. Fitzsimmons. Yes. 

The Chairman. All right. 

Mr. Fitzsimmons. I explained to Rose and Raftery. Mr. Rose 
was the representative of Shannon & Luchs, real estate brokers. I 
explained tnat if I was going to move, I was going to move within the 
next two weeks, and that I was going to try and oeat his license; and 

Digitized by CjOOQIC 



BXOISB BOABD OF THE DISTBIOT OF COLUMBU. 265 

if I was going to move he had to pay the expense of my moving, 
which he agreed to do, $100 payment at once and $100 additional 
upon the transfer. . The proposition did not bother me any, because 
the following day I rented a store on North Capitol Street. 

The Chairman. Were you to destroy these protests as a part of 
your agreement? 

Mr. FiTZSiMMONS. As part of the agreement? No, sir. 

The Chaibman. Did you destroy the protests ? 

Mr. FiTZSiMMONS. I did destroy them the day I was given the $100. 

The Chairman. How many names were on mat paper ? 

Mr. FiTZSiMMONS. About 12. 

The Chairman. W^e they residents on that block ? 

Mr. FiTZSiMMONS. Property owners. 

The Chairman. Property owners ? . 

Mr. FiTZSiMMONS. Yes. 

The Chairman. Gro ahead. 

Mr. FiTZSiMMONS. The following day Mr. Raftery came in the 
store and gave me a paper. 

The Chairman. Had Kaf tery seen those protests ? 

Mr. FiTZSiMMONS. Yes. They were destroyed in his presence. 

The Chairman. Had he seen them before he oflFered you the $100 ? 

Mr. FiTZSiMMONS. No, sir; the protests had nothing to do with the 
receipt of the $100. I beg to say to you, Mr. Chairman, that this 
agreement was drawn in the office of Shannon & I^uchs, and was to take 
effect on demand, and it was that I would enter no further protests, 
and to vacate at the time I told him I would, because I rented that 
store on North Capitol Street and got out at once. 

But Mr. Raftery brought me that paper the following day to my 
store, and said that Mr. Keane had sent this paper to me, so l opened 
up the paper and read it. 

The Chairman. What Keane was that ? 

Mr. FiTZSiMMONS. Michael Keane, a lawyer. 

The Chairman. Proceed. 

Mr. FiTZSiMMONS. So that I opened that paper and read it, and I 
said, '^I can not understand why he sent me this.^' I said, ^'This 
protest is stronger than the one I had given me by the Anti-Saloon 
League for my first protest." 

The Chairman. Mr. Raftery gave you that protest ? 

Mr. FiTZSiMMONS. He gave me this paper. 

The Chairman. What did he tell you to do with it? 

Mr. FiTZSiMMONS. I said, ''What does Mr. Keane want me to do ?'' 
He said ''He wants you to get some names on it.'' I opened it up 
and read it more carefully, and it was even stronger than the protest 
that I had originally started; so that I told him to meet me in the office 
of Mr. Keane the following morning, and I would see what object 
he had in view in this protest. I went to the office of Mr. Keane 
the following morning, and he said to me ''I want you to keep this 
protest alive, so that no other protest will be started up by anyone 
else in the neighborhood, and keep it alive until a couple of days 
before the hearmg, and then turn it over to Mr. Raftery or me." 

The Chairman. Mr. Keane said that to you ? 

Mr. FrrzsiMMONS. Yes, sir. I had known Mr. Keane a number of 
years, and I said to him ''Mike, I will not do it, but I will have it 
done for you;" but I unfortimately consented to do it, and did do it, 
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and turned that socond protest oy^ to Mr. Raftery b^ore the 
hearing. 

The Chaibman. Two or three days before the hearing? 

Mr. FiTzsiMHONS. Perhaps two or three days before. There were 
about 15 names on it. 

I should like to say in regard to No. 406, which is the numb^ of the 
original place wh4»'e the application had been made for, that having 

fone into the matter to some extent myself, I know that it would 
ave cost Mr. Rafterr <14,000 or $15,000 to get into No. 406, iind the 
second application, that for No. 420, was at the comeir of Fifth and 
H Streete, and that Was a very desirable place, a good place. It 
was a good move on the part of the attorney, excepting that in 
changing from No. 406 to No. 420 he made the charge Mfore the 
excise board that I was a hold-up man. 

The Chaibman. Who made that charge? 

Mr. FiTZsiMMONS. Michael Keane; and also before the excise 
board he asserted that I was a cluMooted liar in my testimony. 
This was after I left the stand. 

The Chaibman. On the stand you had related what you have 
related here ? 

Mr. FiTZSiMMONS. Just as I am telling it to vou. 

The Chaibman. And then Mr. Keane took the stand and said that 
you were a liar? 

Mr. FrrzsiMMONS. A dubfooted Uar. 

Tfhe Chaibman. Yes. 

Mr. Fitzsimmons. The license for No. 420 had been rejected. The 
expenditure for No. 420, at the corner of Fifth and H streets, was to 
be only $3,200, and in order to get into No. 406 it would cost him 
anywhere from $14,000 to $15,000. Mr. Raftery broke the agree- 
ment with the owner of the property. He had agreed to buy the 
property for $7,000, feeling that he would be able to ^et his transfer 
to No. 420; so that when he came back to No. 420, the landlord raised 
the price of the property from $7,000 to $8,500, which Mr. Raftery 
was obliged to pay. 

Mr. Keane has made this charge before the excise board, which 
should be a matter of record, and I beg to be rather forceful in the 
assertion that I am not a dubfooted Uar, and if there is any liar in 
the case, it is Mr. Keane. 

The CHAIBMAN. Why did you say it would cost him $14,000 or 
$15,000 to get in thefe? 

Mn. Fitzsimmons. He would have to pay $7,000«fw the prop^y, 
and according to the plans submitted by the architect, there woiUa 
be $4,900 for the improvem^its. He had to transifon^ the entm 
place, to dig a c^Ukr, and so on. He had to gat all the ba? fixtuFes. 
There is $12,000 right off the reel, before he even started to fiuniab 
the place. 

The CHAmMAN. And he wad to get a ^$ja^er for only ^ pmaU part 
of a Hcense year, was he not ? 

Mr. Fh^zsimmqnb. What do yom say ? 

The Chaibmah^. He waa to get a^ trai^rfw only fcff the hyp^fti^ of 
the license year; or was this at the end of the Ueenae year! 

Mr. Fitzsimmons. At the end of the year. 

The Ohatbman. At the end of the license year) 

Mr. FrrzsiMMONS. At the end of the year. 

Digitized by VjOOQIC 



BXCISB BOABD OF THE DI8TBI0T OF OOLUMBIA* 267 

The Chairman. It was a tranter, was it not ? 

Mr. FiTzsiMMONs. Yes, sir. 

The Ohaibman. Do you know anything about what his attorney's 
fees were? 

Mr. FrrzspcMONS. I have not Hie slightest idea, excepting on the 
outstart — mind you, now, up to my receiving this $100 depoat for 
vacating on demand, there was no attorney had been brought into 
the case at all. This matter had been gone over with Mr. Rose, the 
representative of Shannon & Luchs, and it was not until this incident 
had been entirely closed that Mr. Keane was brought into the case, 
or at least so far as my connection with the case was concerned; and 
Mr. Raf tery had tdid me that Mr. Keane was his attorney, ana one 
of the salocm keepers in the nd^hborhood asked me tKe qui^stion 
who his attorney was, and I tola him what Raf tery had told me, 
and he said that he would bet me $50 to $10 that Keana was not his 
attorney. 

The Chairman. Were some of these names on the first protest 
you got out the same as those on the second ? 

Mr. FrrzsiMMONS. No, sir. 

The Chairman. Were they entirely different names ? 

Mr. FnzsiMMONS. Yes, ear. 

The Chairman. But they were the names of property owners in 
the block? 

Mr. FnzsiMMONS. I had every property owuot in the block except 
those who kept a saloon or ownea the property. 

The Chairman. On the original protest! 

Mr. Fitzsimmons. On the original* protest. The Brahler estate 
owned two pieces of property, and Mr. Webber ran a grocery store 
there and he owned two pieces of property. With the exception of 
that, I had every property owner, with the exception of Mr. Sturgis. 

The Chairman. When this second protest was Drought to you from 
Mr. Keane, what names were put on it ? 

Mr. Fitzsimmons. I reaUy could not recall. I gave the protest to 
a yoimg man by the name of James Loeffler and told him to get the 
names. I told him he could go up on Fifth Street and just go in one 
or two houses each day. 

The Chairman. Did Mr. LoeflBer know that Raftery wanted that 
protest circulated ? 

Mr. Fitzsimmons. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. He did not tell the protestants, however, did he ? 

Mr. Fitzsimmons. No, sir. In fact, all the names he secured, prac- 
tically, were those of women, anyway. He got the property owners, 
the same as I did in the original protest. 

The Chairman. Did it have the result of keeping down other 
protests. 

Mr. Fitzsimmons. There was no protest. 

The Chairman. Aside from that one ? 

Mr. FiTZigiMMONS. There was none at all against Raftery. The 
second jprotest I had given to Raftery had never Been uncovered at all. 

The Chairman. I know that was not presented, but did it not have 
the effect of keeping others from being circulated ? 

Mr. Fitzsimmons. I presume it did, in view of the character of the 
neighborhood, with which I was thoroughly acquainted for the past 
20 years. 
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Senator Jones. These facts were brought out before the board? 

Mr. FrrzsiMMONS. Yes, su*. 

Senator Jones. You never heard Mr. Raftery say anything about 
what he expected to pay his attorney ? 

Mr. FrrzsiMMONS. Yes; he told me that Keane expected $500; but 
he said that he was going to get someone else who was going to do it 
for $250. 

Senator Jones. That is, Raftery said he was going to get somebody 
else? 

Mr. FrrzsiMMONS. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. Who would do it for $250 ? 

Mr. FrrzsiMMONS. Yes, sir. Of course Mr. Keane was really his 
attorney; and in the last case in colmection with Mr. Sheehy. 

Senator Jones. In the last case in connection with Mr. Sheehy? 

Mr. FrrzsiMMONS. Yes. 

Senator Jones. He did not tell you he was getting Sheehy for 
$250, did he? 

iKfr. FrrzsiMMONS. No, sir. 

Senator Jones. He did not indicate what he was paying him ? 

Mr. FrrzsiMMONS. No, sir. 

The Chairman. That is all, unless you want to make some further 
statement. 

Mr. FrrzsiMMONS. No, nothing other than that I desire to impress 
on the coiomittee that the chaise Mr. Keane made before the excise 
board, which is or should be a matter of record, is entirely untruthful. 

Senator Jones. Yes. We are not going to investigate that. 

Mr. FrrzsiMMONS. I just wanted to say that. 

The Chairman. Take the stand again, please. I want to ask you 
something else. Did you testify at two hearings before the boaid? 

Mr. FiTZSiMMONS. Only one hearing. I asked for a personal hear- 
ing at first, a private hearing, and it was not a private hearing, the 
fufl board was there and I was there with my attorney, when I imder- 
stood that Mr. Keane had made a charge that I was a hold-up man, 
and I appealed to the board. 

The Chairman. Was that relative to No. 420 or No. 406, that he 
made that charge ? 

Mr. FrrzsiMMONS. This was just in the interim between trying to 
get the second transfer from No. 406 to No. 420, that Mr. Keane 
made the charge that he did before the excise board, my attorney, 
Mr. Clark, being present at the time. He charged me with being a 
hold-up man in connection with my getting this amoimt of money 
to vacate on demand. 

The Chaibman. Where was the place which you had offered to 
vacate ? 

Mr. FiTzsiMMONS. No. 406. 

The Chairman. You were at No. 406 ? 

Mr. FrrzsiMMONS. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. After vou had vacated that place he got a license 
at No. 406, or was that declined ? 

Mr. FrrzsiMMONS. That was granted. 

The Chairman. That was granted? 

Mr. FrrzsiMMONS. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. Afterwards he tried to transfer to No. 420? 

Mr. FiTZSiMMONS. To No. 420. 
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The Chairman. What happened to that application ? 

Mr. FrrzsiMMONS. It was refused, and afterwards No. 406 was 
restored to him by the excise board, on his original application. 

The Chairman. Why was it that he did not begin to do business 
at No. 406 when he got his license there ? Did he not have some trou- 
ble about getting the property ? 

Mr. FrrzsiMMONS. No; he oroke his a^eement with the owner of 
the property. He was to pay the first installment within 60 days 
after the filing of the agreement, and I am only stating what I heard, 
onlv I do know that he failed to come through with his first payment 
witniri the required time, and the landlord broke the agreement with 
him, and then raised the price of the property after he came back the 
second time. He broke the agreement with the landlord. 

The Chairman. You testified then on No. 420 ? 

Mr. FrrzsiMMONS. No. 420. 

The Chairman. And that application was declined ? 

Mr. FrrzsiMMONS. That apphcation was declined; yes, sir. 

The Chairman. In the meantime, however, he had made his 
arrangements with the landlord at No. 406, and they gave him a 
license there ? 

Mr. FrrzsiMMONS. Yes, sir; the landlord increasing the price of the 
pronerty $1,500— from $7,000 to $8,500. 

The Chairman. Gen. Smith, the records in both of these Raftery 
cases are here, are they not ? 

Mr. Smith. Yes, sir. 

(The witness was thereupon excused.) 

TESTIMOHY OF MB. JESEMIAH COSTEUO. 

(The witness was sworn by the chairman.) 

The Chairman. Mr. Costello, state your full name ? 

Mr. Costello. Jeremiah Costello. 

The Chairman. What business are you in ? 

Mr. Costello. Barroom business. 

The Chairman. Where is your place of business ? 

Mr. Costello. No. 521 First Street SW. 

The Chairman. How long have you been doing business there ? 

Mr. Costello. Since last Jime. 

The Chairman. Did you get a license last June ? 

Mr. Costello. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. And you got your renewal last November ? 

Mr. Costello. Yes, su*. 

The Chairman. Who represented you in getting your license ? 

Mr. Costello. Mr. Alexander H. Bell. 

The Chairman. What did you pay him ? 

Mr. Costello. I paid him $300 for that and some more business. 
Mr. Bell has been our attorney for years, and with that and some 
more business that he transacted, and which I paid him for at the 
same time, I paid him $300. 

The Chairman. Did you pay him anything in November for get- 
ting the renewal ? 

Mr. Costello. $100 in November. 

The Chairman. How far are you from the nearest church ? 

Mr. Costello. About a thousand feet. 
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The Chairman. How far? 

Mr. CosTELLo. About 1,000 feet. 

The Chairman. What church is that? 

Mr. CosTELLo. I do not know. There is one church down there 
about three squares away, called the Friendsh^) Baptist Church. 

The Chairman. Is it not the St. John's Baptist Church? 

Mr. CosTBLLo. Not that I know of. I can't see any down there. 
There were a church there that were in a Sanitary Grocery store about 
. a week or so. I think he went out the back way, which he didn't pay 
no rent. 

The Chairman. You think there was a church there for a while? 

Mr. CosTELLO. There were a church there about a week or so; it 
was in a room 10 bv 12. It was formerly a grocery store. 

The Chairman. That was within 400 feet of you, was it not? 

Mr. CosTELLo. Of my place now? 

The Chairman. Yes. 

Mr. CosTBLLO. Yes; that was right across the street. 

The Chairman. But vou say that is no longer there ? 

Mr. CosTELLO. No; that wasn't there thr^ weeks. He didn't have 
no couCTCgation or anything. 

The Chairman. Was it there when you applied for a license ? 

Mr. CosTELLO. He came there and 1 didn*t know he was thyere. I 
didn't know there was any church. Not when I applied for a lic^ise 
he wasn't there. 

The Chairman. And you did not know it was there ? 

Mr. CosTBLLo. There wasn't any sign or anythiM. All I see was 
he walked over there with a little pasteboard sign— St. John's Baptist 
Church. They didn't even have chairs in there. I w(»dd like for 
you to come down there and see the building that church was in. 

The Chairman. We will. You found afterwards that they were 
there, when you appUed for the Ucense ? 

Mr. CosTELLO. Yes; they were there when I applied for the license. 
Thev went out in two weeks, though. 

The Chairman. Did they protest against your license? 

Mr. CosTELLO. Not as I Imow of. There wasn't but one protest, 
and that was from some colored gentleman down there — ^a colored 
man. 

The Chairman. Are there any inhabited alleys around your placet 

Mr. CosTELLO. There is an alley right there near m6. It is not 
inhabited, though. Th6re is only one resident in it. 

The Chairman. How far is it from the entrance to your barroom 
to the entrance to Ellison Court? 

Mr. CosTELLO, EUison Court ? 

The Chairman. Yes; that is an alley there? 

Mr. CosTELLO. That is, I judge, about 2^5 feet. 

The Chairman. Is there anowier alley there called Brown Court? 

Mr. CosTELLO. Yes. 

The Chairman. How far is that from the entrance of that attey to 
your saloon ? 

Mr. GosTELLO. Ijudge it is about 300 and some feet. 

The Chairman. I mean from your entrance to the entrance to that 
court? 

Mr. CosTELLO. Brown Court is an alley that has four entrances 
to it. 
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The Chaikman. How far is it to the nearest entrance to you ? 

Mr CosTELLO. I judge that it is about 300 feet — over 300 feet. 

The Chairman. How much did it cost you to arrange to start your 
bar there ? 

Mr. CosTELLO. What do you mean — the new bar ? 

The Chairman. Yes. 

Mr. CosTELLO. It stood me in the neighborhood of aboat $12,000; 
between $12,000 and $15,000. 

The Chairman. What were the items in that expenditure ? 

Mr. CosTELLO. What do you mean ? 

Ilie Chairman. I mean, what did you spend it for ? 

Mr. CosTELLO. The property and the building I put up there. 

The Chairman. Ana the fixtures ? 

Mr. CosTELLO. Yes; I bou^t fixtures. 

The Chairman. Did you construct the building ? 

Mr. CosTELLO. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. It cost you between $12,000 and $15,000? 

Mr. CosTELLO. Yes; between $12,000 and $15,000. 

The Chairman. Did you make this expenditure before you made 
appUcation for your license ? 

Mr. CosTELLO. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. Did you have any assurance that you would get 
your license ? 

Mr. CosTELLO. I did not • none in the least. 

The Chairman. You toot the chance ? 

Mr. CosTELLO. Yes; I went in business a few years before and 
paid a pretty big price for the place I was in, and 1 was just getting 
square, and 1 thourfit I had just as well take another chance. 

The Chairman. Did it cost you something to create some other 
businesses on your side of the block ? 

Mr. CosTELLO. The business was all in the one building. I have 
got two buildings of my own there. 

The Chairman. Is that all there is on that block — ^your property ? 

Mr. CosTELLO. No, sir; there is my property, and a drug store on 
the comer. 

The Chairman. Did you have to convert any residence property 
into business property ? 

Mr. CosTELLO. Any other residence, you mean ? 

The Chairman. Any other residence property on that block into 
business property ? 

Mr. CosTELLO. No; only my own. 

The Chairman. How long nad you owned that ? 

Mr. CosTELLO. Just previous to the law, about two or three 
months before, sometime last year, I bought it. 

The Chairman. You bought practically all the property, then, in 
the block besides the drug store ? 

Mr. CosTELLO. Yes. 

The Chairman. What did that property consist of when you 
bought it — i*esidences ? 

i&. CosTELLO. Two little frame houses. 

The CiiAiRMAN. Two little frame houses ? 

Mr. CosTELLO. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. What were they used for, residences — on F 
Street? 
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Mr. CosTELLO. My business is on First Street. 

The Chairman. They are all dwellings on F Street, are they not, 
except one or two ? 

Mr. CosTELLO. No; there are shoe stores, and a feed store, and an 
oyster house and all. 

The Chairman. They are mostly dwellings ? 

Mr. CosTELLO. Yes; mostly. 

The Chairman. And on tms side on which you are located there 
were two frame residences when you bought the property? 

Mr. CosTELLO. On F Street, facing F Street. 

The Chairman. What was on the side of the street you are on I 

Mr. CosTELLO. There wasn^t nothing there. 

The Chairman. Nothing at all ? 

Mr. CosTELLO. Nothing at all; no, sir. 

The Chairman. Just a blank space there ? 

Mr. CosTELLO. Just a fence alone from the two frame residences. 

The Chairman. And you built mat up with a bar and business 
property ? 

Mr. CosTELLO. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. Is that largely a colored neighborhood? 

Mr. CosTELLO. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. That is sufficient. 

(The witness was thereupon excused.) 

TESTIMONT OF MB. PETEB J. LTV AOH. 

(The witness was sworn by the chairman.) 

Senator Thompson. Where do you live? 

Mr. Lynagh. 503 Seventh Street SW. 

Senator Thompson. What is your business ? 

Mr. Lynagh. Saloon business. 

Senator Thompson. You run a saloon there at No. 503, do you? 

Mr. Lynagh. Yes, sir. 

Senator Thompson. When did you locate there ? Did you go there 
by transfer ? 

Mr. Lynagh. By transfer; yes, sir. 

Senator Thompson. In what place were you operating before? 

Mr. Lynagh. At No. 1200 thnd Street SW. 

Senator Thompson. When did you make this transfer? 

Mr. Lynagh. In the month of July. 

Senator Thompson. Last year ? 

Mr. Lynagh. Yes. 

Senator Thompson. Whom, if anyone, did you employ to look 
after it for you ? 

Mr. Lynagh. For the transfer ? 

Senator Thompson. Yes. 

Mr. Lynagh. Mr. Sheehy. 

Senator Thompson. What fee, if any, did you pay for that? 

Mr. Lynagh. A small retaining fee which he asked for, for to start 
the transfer. 

Senator Thompson. To start it ? 

Mr. Lynagh. Yes, sir. 

Senator Thompson. How much was it? 

Mr. Lynagh. $100. 
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Senator Thoicpson. Thea did he effect the transfer; did he bring it 
about finally? 

Mr. Lynagh. Not at that time. 

Senator Thompson. Did you have any other relations with h\m later 
on in the summer relative to it? 

Mr. Ltnagh. No, sir. 

Senator Thompson. That is all he did, is it? 

Mr. Lynaoh. That is all he did; yes, sir^ 

Senator Thompson. And did you have an understanding with^Mr. 
Sheehy that you were to pay something more if you got the translPer ? 

Mr. Lynagh. Why, yes; sure. 

Senator Thompson. How much more 1 

Mr. Ltnagh. $1,000. 

Senator Thompson. $1,000 more? 

Mr. Ltnagh. Yes, sir. 

Senator Thompson. $100 retainer and $1,000 more? 

Mr. Ltnagh. Yes, sir; exactly. 

Senator Thobcpson. i ou paia that ? 

Mr. Ltnagh. I did, sir. 

Senator Thompson. Did he give any explanation as to why it was 
necessary to charge such a fee as that? 

Mr. Ltnagh. No, sir. 

Senator Thompson. You did not ask him any questions ? 

Mr. Ltnagh. No, sir. 

Senator Thompson. Did I understand you to say that you had 
paid the $1,000? 

Mr. Ltnagh. When Igot the transfer; yes, sir. 

Senator Thompson. That is what I thought. ' 

Mr. Ltnagh. Yes, sir. 

Senator Thompson. Are you in what is known as a residential 
neighborhood ? 

Mr. Ltnagh. No, sir. 

Senator Thompson. Did you make any preparation, before moving 
there, contemplating this transfer ? 

Mr. Ltnagh. From the old place ? 

Senator Thompson. Yes. 

Mr. Ltnagh. Yes, s ir : I did. 

Senator Thompson. What expense did you go to, or what did 
you do ? 

Mr. Ltnagh. There was a two-story confectionery there, and I 
bought the building. Then I apphed for the transfer. 

Senator Thompson. At about what expense was that ? 

Mr. Ltnagh. Well, $8,000 or $9,000. 

Senator Thompson. $8,000 or $9,000 ? 

Mr. Ltnagh. Yes. 

Senator Thompson. Did you have any intimation from anyone 
that you could get a transfer to that place before ? 

Mr. Ltnagh. No, sir; I had not. 

Senator Thompson. Is it on a business street? 

Mr. Ltnagh. Yes. 

Senator Thompson. Did you buy any other business along there? 

Mr. Ltnagh. No, sir. 

Senator Thompson. Any other business establishment? 

Mr. Ltnagh. No, sir. 
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Senator Jo^bs. Did y^a bUj $,tcy o^dr {dace there and atart a 
business in it ? 

Mr. Ltnaqh. Nq, sir; I did not. Tkey Wer6 already there. 

Senator Joi^riss. What is that? 

Mr. Ltnaqh. They were already there; aH bwineaa there. 

Ssnator Jones. Is the entire front of that Mock occupied for 
business purposes ? 

Mr. Ltnagh. Yes; from east to ^e^t, on thttt block. 

Senator JoH*s. On the 6ther block, trhat are they? 

Mr. LYNA<ifl. There are only about two or three private houses. 

Senator Jones. AU the rest are business jdaoes ? 

Mr. Lynagh. AU the rest are s^^res; yes, sk. 

Senator Thompson. Did you not regard a fee of $1,000 as a iittle 
extravagant for a service of that kind ? 

Mr. Lynagh. I don^t think so, sir. 

Senator Thompson. You did net f 

]yfr. Lynagh. No, sir. 

Senator Thompson. Did you ask him why it was neoeasdiry to pay 
a fee of that enormous amount ? 

Mr. LYi^A^effl. No; I did not. I was being put out of a hoaw at the 
old place, and I thought it was reasonable enough, wheal I was put 
out of a home at the old place. 

Senator Thob^psOw. Did he say anytiiing as to why it was necessary 
for you to pay him that money ? 

Mr. Lynagh. No, siiT; he did not. I had no canversation with 
him at aU. 

Senator Jones. In your business a matter of a few hundred dollars 
does not amount to anything in accomplishing your purpose, does it! 

Mr. Lynagh. Well, no, sir. 

The Chaikman. The board has stated, Mr. Lynagh, that they do 
not consider an attorney necessary in those matters; tiiat a man 
would stand as good a chance with them, or a bettw chance without 
an attorney than with one. 

Senator Jones. You have always found it better to have an 
attorney in those matters, have you not ? 

Mr. Lynagh. I found it necessary to have an attorney. There Was 
a protest against me — a number of ladies and gentletiaen made a 
protest — and I got Mr. Sheehy to defend me. He was chairman of 
the board before, and knew how things were done. 

Senator Jones. You thought the fact that he had been the diair- 
man of the board gave him greater influence ? 

Mr. Lynagh. Ife knew the ins and outs, and how to talk better 
than I did, and that was all. 

Senator Thompson. Was there a full hearing before the board f 

Mr, Lynagh. How is that? 

Senator Thompson. Was there a hearing bef<M-e a- board on this 
transfer ? 

Mr. Lynagh. There was; yes, sir. 

Senator Thompson. Was testimony introduced on bath sides? 

Mr. Lynagh. On both sides ? 

Senator Thompson. For and against? 

Mr. Lynagh. Yes, sir. 

(The witness was thereupon excused.) 

Senator Thompson. Mr. Hart, have we the hearing in the Lynagh 
case here 
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Mr. Habt. I do not think you asked for that, Senator. 

Senator Thompson. We should like to have it. 

Mr. Habt. I will have it here this aft^noon. 

Mr. Smith. Mr. Chairman, do you want the transfer and the i^pli* 
cation for renewal ? 

The Chaibman. Yes. 

Senator Thompson. If you please. 

Mr. Smith. Yes, sir. 

The Chaibman. We will take a recess at this point. 'Die witnesses 
who have testified are all excused. Their attendance will not be 
required unless they are called again. Th^e is no necessity for 
them to return this afternoon. 

(After informal discussion for several minutes, tiie committee 
resumed its seseicm.) 

TESTIMOHT OF BEV. OSORGE A. MULEB. 

(The witness was sworn by the diairman.) 

The Chaibmak« What is your calling ? 

Mr. MiLLEa(. I am pastor of the Ninth Street Christian Church at 
Ninth and D Streets NE. 

The Chaibman. Is there a saloon located in your vicinity ? 

Mr. Mjlleb. Yes; there are two. One is tiiree blocks in one direc- 
tion and the other is about two and a half blocks— less than two 
blocto — ^in another direction. That is purely a residential section. 
While there are a few little comw stores, it is a residential section. 
These two saloons were granted renewal of license there. 

The Chaibman. Over protests ? 

Mr. MiLLEB. Yes, sir; both were protested. The first one is on 
the corner of Eleventh and C Streets NE., and is kept by Mr. Raf- 
tery, and there was a protest of that. Of the four bloclra cornering 
there, we had, I judge, 75 dot cent of all the residents who protested 
against the renewal of the license. The saloon faces on C Street and 
on Eleventh Street both. C Street is purely residential; only one 
grocery on the opposite comer, so that they closed ud the entrance 
to tiie saloon whl<5i was the principal entrance on C otreet, and left 
the (me c^n on Eleventh Street. Now, Eleventh Street had but 
one little Chinese laundry, and there is an enmty grocery store on 
Elev^ith Street between 6 and C Streets. Mr. Kaftery bou^t a resi- 
dence — ^to understand it, there is a street coining in between B and C, 
from Eleventh to TweUth — Park Place — and on that, on Paxk Place, 
there are 37 residences. He bought one of these residences, that 
sided on Eleventh Street and faced on Park Place. He did not 
change the residence a particle, but he dug up the cellar and put a 
barber shop in there. Then he built back of his saloon two little 
one-story buildings on a vacant lot that came back to the alley, and 
thus made what he called, and what the excise board called, a busi- 
ness block by doing that; not getting rid of a single residence, for 
when he bought, the people lived there just as they did before, and 
the entrance is just the same as it was before, and all. 

On those four squares tJiat come to a point there, there are 201 
residences. I might vary one or two in the count, but there are 201 
residences and there is one church. Mv church is three blocks from 
there, and there are, all told, 14 places of business in tHose four blocks. 

84518*--S. Doc. »81, «3-8 19 
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Three of these he made himself, and those are little one-story comer 
places, and I think with a residence over every one of them; and yet 
they declared that a business block. 

The Chairman. Were these facts brought to the attention of the 
excise board ? 

Mr. Miller. Yes, these facts were aU brought there; and the 
place itself is of a very questionable character, and the people have 
protested gainst it. 

Senator Thompson. Did they, at the time? 

Mr. Miller. We presented these protests. We presented a blue 
print showing this block, and that it was a residential section. They 
came out and measured it, and facing on B Street, siding along 
Eleventh Street, is a drug store. That is parked off with a fence 
and a gate, and leads into the residence that is over the drug store. 
There is no way to get into the drug store from Eleventh Street. 
This is on the B Street entrance. But they counted aU that parking 
and all that side of Eleventh Street as business property, and thus 
made out their 50 per cent of business propertv on that side of the 
SQuare. Thev counted the side of this little barber shop, and the 
wnole side oi that residence, as business property, leaving the resi- 
dence just where it was, and cutting out a hole there and making a 
barber shop that he himself bought. 

Senator Thompson. You say it is a place of questionable character. 
In what respect is it questionable ? 

Mr. Miller. There are a ffreat many colored and white people 
there, and there has been troiAle there, although the police, I think, 
did not report any. But one policeman told me it was impossible 
for him to report, because he would lose his job if he did. 

Senator Thompson. Who was that? 

Mr. Miller. No. 

Senator Thompson. Do you not want to give his name ? 

Mr. Miller. No, I would not do that. He might lose his job if 
I did. 

Senator Thompson. I do not think he would lose his job on account 
of that. 

Mr. Miller. Now, that is in a residential section. We have a 
church there with 1,300 members. My church is within three blocks. 

Senator Thompson. What church is that? 

Mr. Miller. The Ninth Street Christian Church. We have over 
1,000 in the Simday School, within three blocks, and yet that does 
not amoimt to anything! 

The Chairman. You mean that your membership is largely within 
those blocl^ ? 

Mr. Mn.LER. No; but I mean that the church is located within 
three blocks of the saloon. 

The Chairman. Yes. 

Mr. Miller. And of course there are a good many of them within 
that limit, because it is right in the neighborhood and right in that 
section. 

Senator Thompson. Your claim is that it is a residential section ? 

Mr. Miller. A purely residential section. 

The Chairman. And that the block is not in any sense a busineas 
block? 

Mr. Miller. No, sir. The only business on that block when the 
law went into effect was a little C5hinese laundry on the back of a lot 
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that faces on Park Place, and an empty grocery store with a residence 
over it. 

The Chairman. Do you remember Patrick Raftery's saloon ? 

Mr. Miller. Yes, sir. 

Senator Thompson. Do you know the number of his saloon ? 

Mr. Miller. It is at Meventh and C Streets NE., facing on 
Eleventh Street. He closed up the C Street entrance. 

The Chairman. Did you have another saloon in mind ? 

Mr. Miller. That is something I want to bring to your attention, 
also. Two blocks in the opposite direction from my church is Mr. 
Hettinger's saloon, a saloon oi a very good character so far as character 
goes. Mr. Hettinger is in a point between D and E Streets. Maryland 
Avenue runs through there. Mr. Hettinger's place faces on Ii!ighth 
Street and has a side. He had a saloon and a restaurant connected 
with it, and thejr did the cooking in the back part there, and served 
there. When this law went into effect he put a partition in there and 
partitioned off the saloon from the restaurant. The excise board de- 
cided that that was a block. There was nothing else in there but those" 
two, but they decided that that was a block from E Street over to 
Maryland Avenue, and granted him a Ucense. If they had taken it 
f rom D to E Streets, there would have been no license, because the 
rest is all residences. But the point I want to make is that in the 
other case, of Raftery, whereas Park Place comes in, a street of 37 
residences, they did not count from C Street to Park Place a block, 
but they said ''The block is from C to D," and made out the 50 per 
cent, if they had counted the other way, they would not have had 
the 50 per cent from Park Place. I do not understand some things. 

The Chairman. What is Hettinger's number ? 

Mr. Miller. It is at Eighth and Maryland Avenue. I do not 
know exactly the number. It faces on Eighth Street, and it is at 
Eighth and Maryland Avenue. 

The Chairman. We are very glad to have your statement. Doctor. 
Is there anything else you wish to offer ? If so, we will be glad to 
have it. 

Mr. Miller. No; that is all I want to call your attention to, these 
two cases of saloons in what are purely residential sections, and the 
fact that they have made those decisions, one as to a block that has 
one residence and one saloon, and call that an entire block, when 
it is only a few feet across from E Street to Maryland Avenue, the 
other as to a full street with 37 residences on it in the middle of the 
block which they do not con^der at all, but count from B to C a full 
block, each time to get the saloon in. 

The Chairman. Very well. Doctor. We are very much obhged to you. 

(The witness was thereupon excused.) 

TESTIMONY OF ME. JULIUS I. PEYSEE. 

(The witness was sworn by the chairman.) 
The Chairman. Give your full name. 
Mr. Peyser. Julius I. Peyser, 
The Chairman. What is your occupation? 

Mr. Peyser. I am an attorney at law, a member of the firm of 
Darr, Peyser & Taylor. 

The Chairman. What is your office address ? 
Mr. Peyser. The Southern Building. 
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The Chaikman. What is your residence address ? 

Mr. Peyser. No. 1940 Bfltmore Street. 

The Cbairmak. How long have you be^i in the District. 

Mr. Petser. All my life. I have practiced law here about 15 
years. 

The Chairman. Did you re]M*esent Mr. Bush in his eSorto to get 
a license from the excise board ? 

Mr. Petser. I did. 

The Chairman. Did you represent him in his eflf(Hi» to get a 
license at the Evans Building and some other places ? 

Mr. Petser. Yes, sir; I did. 

The Chairman. Please state the circumstances. 

Mr. Petser. I was the attorney for Mr. Bush, and I understood 
that onlv three places could remain on E Street. I did not want 
Mr. Bush to run the risk of losing the Ucense, so that I went down 
to see the board about it. I told them that while Bush had been 
there longer than anyone, longer than Miller, I thought I would rather 
look aroimd and see if I could not find a place. I spoke to Gen. 
Smith, and it was in the presence of Mr. Baker. They asked me if I 
had any place in view. 1 told them no, but I wanted to find out how 
the board felt about it, and if I foimd a place I would come down. 
I came down two days thereafter. I had negotiated with a real 
estate broker to obtain the place in the Evans Building. Then they 
told me to go ahead and I went ahead and saw Chairman Smith — or 
Mr. Smith at that time, he was not chairman — Gen. Smith — and told 
him I wanted to post for Mr. Bush in the place now occupied by Mr. 
McCartlw. 

The Ceeairman. The place now occupied as a saloon by Mr. 
McCarthy? 

Mr. Petser. Yes. They told me they would not allow me to post 
at any railroad terminal. They also repeated the fact. They said 
*'I thmk we told you that a short time ago." I had been down there 
to get the opportunity to post either for Mr. Rosenthal or Mr. Bush, 
I am not positive which one of my cUents, where McMillen's place is 
located. 1 can not teU you where the place is, but it is on G Street. 

The Chairman. No. 1421? 

Mr. Petser. I would not like to say. 

Senator Thompson. It is about there ? 

Mr. Petser. Yes, it is on the north side of the street. They 
refused to permit me to get a card for either Mr. Rosenthal or Mr. 
Bush, but a short while thereafter I saw a card posted for McMillen, 
and the hcense was granted; and we sort of talted over the circum- 
stances about a raiilroad terminal, and I said I didn't see any reason, 
as long as I had got the permission of the owners of the Evans Build- 
ing for the grantmg of a Hcense, why they would not allow me even 
to post, and I said Unless the objections come from the parties who 
own the property and are in that neighborhood; '' but notwithstand- 
ing my insistence in the matter they refused ,to allow me to post. 
That was the second time. 

The Chairman. To what railroad terminal did they have reference! 

Mr. Petser. The G Street line terminal. The tracks stop at Fif- 
teenth and G Streets, and the Une that goes northeast stops at Fif- 
teenth and New York Avenue. 
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The CHAntiiAN. Both of tho^ will be street railroad terminals; 
they are terminak of street oar lines I 

Mr. Fetter. Of street car lines entirely. 

The CsAQKBiAK. The Eyans Building is the tenniaal of the Une 
that comes down New York Avenue ? 

Mr. Petscb. Yes, sir. 

The Ohaibmak. And the place where McMiUen does business is 
the terminal for'^the line that goes out G Street? 

Mr. Petss^ Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. Is it not also tJae terminal (A the Wadfungton^ 
Baltimore & Annapolis Railroad ? 

Mr. Peyser. Yes, but this place is at Fourteenth and New York 
Avenue, and that car generally goes to the end of the tracks at Fif- 
' teenth Street. 

After the licenses were issiaed I weat down to the board 

Senator Thompson. After the Heenses w^re issued to whom ? 

Mr. Peyser. I beg your pardon; these licenses were issued to 
Gierstenberff, ShocHmUiLer, and Engel. I went down to the board and 
said ''I understood this morning that Bush was to have his license.'^ 
The rumors around the street were that the assess^ had already in^ 
serted Bush's name in a license, and I wanted to know the ground 
of their refusing Bush. On accoimt of the fact of his havii^ be^i there 
21 years and Engel havii^ been there only 3 years, and the fact that 
EngePs record was not quite as good when he ran the Hotel Engel, 
I said I did not see any reason why Bush should not have his license. 
I said ^^ It seems to me that there is some religious prejudice in this.'' 
I spoke to Bride. Bride said ^'Oh, no; I have no prejudices at all. 
We did not see fit to grant to Mr. Bush.'' I tried to question him 
as to why. Of course he declined to tell me; and I said ''It is a 
very foxy way of playing the game." I said ^'Evwybody ought to 
have a square deal in Washington. We s^re all taxpayers. I do not 
like the way things are done. I think there is some reason that is 
not on Idle uirfaoe, and I think the matter ought to be thorou^y 
sifted." 

Senates Thompson. Had there been any charges against Bush 
when he conducted business previous to that time? 

Mr. Peyser. Tlie poUce records as shown that day — and Mr. 
Sho^naker was there examining Bush — showed that there were no 

S>Uce charges against Bush whatsoever. He ran a saloon and he 
d not run an eating house; and I saw in the the paper — — . 

Senator Thompson. How long had he run a saloon ? 

Mr. Petber. He must have been there 17 or 18 years. 

Senator Thompson. All that time, and no charges against him? 

Mr. Peyser. None at all. Mr. Bride said that the question of the 
financial abihty of Mr. Bush and the bad finsmcial condition of Mr. 
Engel was one of the reasons. 

The Chairman. Yes, he stated that here. 

Mr. Peyser. Yes. I will state he did not take that into con- 
sideration when he rejected Mr. Burdine on D Street, who had been 
in the business for a long time, and the only thing against him was 
that he was struggling hard to succeed. I represented the landlord 
in that case, the owner of the building, and I knew that Burdine 
had been running a good place and the only thing against him was 
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the low character of the neighborhood; and notwithstanding that 
fact they chopped Mr. Burdine's head off because he was financially 
-embarrassed, and Mr. Engel they gave a seat of honor. I want to say 
this, that I do not belong to any antisaloon league, and I practice law 
here, and as a matter of duty I appeared for Mr. Bush, bemg paid for 
it. It was almost necessary for lawyers to appear down there oecause 
the board did not seem to comprehend the law as it ought to be 
■comprehended. 

The Chairman. We are much obUged to you, Mr. Peyser. 

(The witness was thereupon excused.) 

TESTIMONY OF MR. PATBIGK F. GABB. 

tThe witness was sworn by the chairman.) 

The Chairman. What is your business ? 

Mr. Cabb. I am in the retail liquor business at No. 3605 M Street, 
Georgetown, or West Washington. 

The Chaibman. Is that the place that was outside the fire limits 
when the present law went into effect? 

Mr. Cabr. Well, now, it was inside the fire limits, the way I un- 
derstand, when the present law went into effect. There has been 
some contention about that. 

Senator Thompson. When was it in the fire limits ? 

Mr. Carr. When was it in ? 

Senator Thompson. Yes; when was the place in? 

Mr. Carr. I think on March 20, if I am not mistaken; but I am 
not sure that is the date. 

Senator Thompson. You mean March of last year ? 

Mr. Carr. No, March, 1914. The fire limits were extended there 
just a block the other side— to a block beyond. 

Senator Thompson. Was that or not previous to the law going 
into effect ? 

Mr. Carr. Previous to the law ^oing into effect, according to the bill. 

Senator Thompson. But the bill had passed, had it not ? 

Mr. Carr. It was after the law had passea. That is what you 
'mean ? 

Senator Thompson. Yes, it was after the bill had passed ? After 
the bill had passed Congress the fire limits were extended two blocks! 

Mr. Carr. AppUcation was made previous to that time, but it 
^as on the 20tn, I have learned smce, that the fire limits were 
•extended. 

The Chairman. What cross street are you on, Thirty-fifth or 
Thirty-seventh Street ? 

Mr. Carr. I am just above Thirty-sixth Street, at 3605 M Street. 

The Chairman, i ou mean that you are west of Thirty-sixth 
Street? 

Mr. Carr. Now, pardon me; I will just make a statement to make 
your question right. I want to answer your question absolutely 
right. I do not want to make a mistake. 

The Chairman. Yes. 

Mr. Carr. The bill was passed on March 4, 19X3, 1 think. 

The Chairman. Yes. 

Mr. Carr. The law was to take effect, tij it is now being contended 
in the courts, on July 1, 1913 ? 

The Chairman. Yes. 
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Mr. Cabb. Between March 4 and July 1, 19 13, the fire limits were 
extended— during that time. 

The Chaibman. Between March 4, 1913, and the day the law went 
into effect, the fire limits were extended from Thirty-fifth to Thirty- 
seventh Street ? 

Mr. Cabb. That is exactly right. 

The Chaibman. And the effect of that extension was to bring you 
within the fire limits? 

Mr. Cabb. Well, no; I could not say that. If that was so, I would 
answer it. 

Senator Thompson. Did that have anything to do with it? 

Mr. Cabb. It had this much to do with it. For three or four 
years that matter was talked over, and they were trying to get the 
fire limits extended in that neighborhood. Capt. Schneider, if he 
was here, could make that statement. I believe there is a law on 
file in the District of Coliunbia, and at the present time they desire 
to have the fire limits extended. In that neighborhood aroimd there 
for about three blocks there was quite a lot of frame buildings, and 
the District authorities did not want any more frame buildines than 
thev could possibly have in the neighborhood, and the peojue that 
had better property there 

The Chaibman. Is it a fact that you were west of Thirty-fifth 
Street on March 4, 1913 ? 

Mr. Cabb. Yes. 

The Chaibman. And at that time you were not in the fire limits? 

Mr. Cabb. No, sir. 

The Chaibman. At that time you were not within, because Thirty- 
fifth Street was the limit ? 

Mr. Cabb. Yes. 

The Chaibman. Then, regardless of whether you had anvthing 
to do with it or not, when the fire limits were extended to Thirty- 
seventh Street that took you in ? 

Mr. Cabb. It put us on the safe side. 

The Chaibman. Yes. 

Mr. Cabb. Now, that is it. 

Senator Thompson. Do you know why the commissioners took 
that action at that particular time ? 

Mr. Cabb. I can not say that I know why. I was very glad 
that such an attempt was being made at that time, I can say tnat, 
and I would have lent any assistance to it I could. 

The Chairman. Did you lend assistance to it ? 

Mr. Cabb. When I was approached by a young man who had 
a petition, as I understood it, asking me to sign, I signed it. I was 
one of the signers of that petition, although there were several others 
on the petition at that time. I beheve Mr. Shoemaker had his 
petition. 

The Chaibman. Was it not talked over at the time you signed 
the petition, and did it not occur to you, that if the extension was 
made it woiild throw you within the fire limits ? 

Mr. Cabb. It occurred to me long before the bill passed. I had 
read a copy of the bill, and I. would have hked very much indeed 
to have been fortimate enough to have had that done, because I was 
involved to the amount of $25,000 in property there. 
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Senator T&ompson. You were anxious to come within the required 
limits, as you understand it ? 

Mr. Care. Yes, sir. I would have liked it very much, to have it 
done. My relatives owned property in that neighborhood. One 
particular one, a sister of mine, owns considerable of it. 

The Chairman. When jou came to get a Ucense in November was 
this point brought up against granting your hcense, that this exten- 
sion of the fire limits was made for the purpose of getting you in 
there? Was that point made at the hearmg? 

Mr. Carr. I heard Mr. Shoemaker say something about it. He 
said he made a protest. 

The Chairman. Who represented you ? 

Mr. Carr. Mr. Eossa F. Downing, who is my attorney and has 
been for 20 years. 

The Chairman. Did he represent you at the hearing brfore the 
excise board ? 

Mr. Carr. Yes; Downing was there. 

The Chairman. Did he interrogate any of the witnesses at the 
hearing, or make any statement in vour behalf? 

Mr. Carr. I do not know that tn^e was much interrogation. I 
think there was verj httle brought up at the hearing before the 
excise board. Previous to that time the excise board, owing to 
some question by Mr. Shoemaker and others as to the le^ahty of my 
position there, gave a public hearing to my attorney, and there were 
there, I beheve, five or six attorneys, and among them the corporation 
counsel before the excise board. I think at that time Mr. Sheehy 
was chairman of the board. I am sure he was. There was a hearing 
and we proved to the satisfaction of the attorneys and the board that 
we were legally within the safe zone. I think he had a brief thereof 
24 or 25 pages, and went over the law. 

Senator Ihompson. He took the position that that extension was 
made before the law went into eflFect, and hence you were within the 
fire limits ? 

Mr. Carr. Yes; and the same position is being now taken in the 
supreme court. 

The Chairman. When you first saw this law and observed that if 
it passed in that form you were out of the limits, you consulted your 
attoruOT as to how it could be changed ? 

Mr. Carr. Not at that time. I saw at that time there was a move- 
ment to extend the fire limits, and I hoped it would be carried. 

The Chairman. Your attorney had something to do with it? 

Mr. Carr. I do not think I ever mentioned it to my attorney at 
that time. I knew that a movement was on foot for that purpose. 

The Chairman. Did he not aid in having the limits extenoed so as 
to protect you? 

Mr. Carr. My attomev? Not that I recall. If he did, I would 
be very glad to teU you, but I do not think he did. 

Senator Thompson. That would have been in the line of his 
employment, would it not ? 

Mr. Carr. It was mostly gotten up by the people who were living 
right in the neighborhood where I lived, and my friends and relatives, 
as I stated to you. There was one particular gentleman there who 
took great interest in helping me. 
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Senator Thompson. Your interest all tke time was to be on the 
safe side so far as operating your salo<m was ooneemed f 

Mr. Cabb. I will admit mhi. I would have been glad to see that 
happen because I was interested ki property there, and I owned that 
piece of property. 

S^ator Tbompson. What did you pay your attorney for repre- 
senting you at that hearing? 

Mr. Cabr. I paid my attorney altogetiier fen* that, for tiie hearing 
and court proceeding, about S600. 

The Chaibman. In connection with this ? 

Mr. Cabb. Yes, in connection with this, going along. 

The Chaibman. What is the woceeding you rder to in comi;? 

Mr. Cabb. There are proceedings in court. The Old Dominion 
Railway Co. and the Antisaloon League combined, I believe — that 
is the way the bill is — ^have made a complaint, or in other words have 
charged, that the places there are causmg an irreparable damage to 
the railroad company, due to the fact that their patrons generally 
complain against them, and the case is now in court and nas been 
for about four weeks running. 

The Chaibman. How near are you to the Old Dominion station t 

Mr, Cabb. Their station is on the street just around the comer, 
at Thirty-sixth and M Streets. They have been trying to acquire 
that property for quite a long time. In fact, the whole community 
knows what they are after. 

(The witness was thereupon excused.) ' 

TESTIHOHT OF MS. HATTHEW E. O'BXIEH. 

(The witness was sworn by the chairman.) 

The Chaibman. Give your name and occupation ? 

Mr. O'Bbien. Matthew E. O'Brien. Member of the bar. 

The Chaibman. How long have you been a member of this bar ? 

Mr. O'Bbien. Since 1908. 

The Chaibman. How long have you been in the District ? 

Mr. O'Bbien. Since 1908. 

The Chaibman. Where did you come from to this District ? 

Mr. O'Bbien. Connecticut. 

The Chaibman. You heard the testimony of Mr. Shoemaker as to 
what Mr. Bride said to him about cwtain parties making collections ? 

Mr. O'Brien. I read it ; I did not hear it. I was not here at the time. 

The Chaibman. Did Mr. Bride say anything like that to you * 

Mr. O'Bbien. Not the exact language as reported in the newspaper. 
I can tell you what Bride said. 

The Chaibman. Please state it. 

Mr. O'Bbien. I was counsel for the East Washington Civic Asso- 
ciation^ and as their coimsel represented them before the excise 
board m protesting against anything in this East Washington section, 
and some particular saloons. One m particular was that of Pataick J. 
MacDonald, on Pennsylvania Avenue. He appUed for a transfer, 
and the testimony disclosed that he was paying, within a month of 
the end of the hcense year, $19,500, and at that hearing I gave notice 
that while we did not care who ran the saloon, he or the present owner, 
until the end of the present license year, at the end of that Ucense 
year we would protest against the renewal of that license on the 
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CTcmnd that it was within the prescribed limit of distance from the 
Wallach School, and also, in mv opinion, within 400 feet of the home 
of the National Spiritualistic Association, which I contended was a 
religious association; and I asked Mr. MacDonald if he was willing 
to take his chance and pay this amount of money and have it trans- 
ferred for a month. Afterwards I had some talk with Mr. Bride 
and I got the impression from him that that transfer would not be 
granted. One evening a message came asking me to come over to 
Mr. Bride's house, and he said*' They granted that Ucense. The 
other two outvoted me, and they granted that transfer to MacDonald, 
and unless you people do something,'' he says, *'I have spoken— I 
am going to speak — to Mr. Wilson and Mr.. Shoemaker. " He said, 
'^Umess something is done they will just roughshod over all the 
protects that youTiave filed. I have stated to the other members 
of the board that we would all be called grafters if this thing was 
permitted. " He said, '* There was a rule of the board that no hcense 
could be granted, no transfer could be made, except by unanimous 
vote of the board. This afternoon they rescinded that rule." He 
said, ^'I am only a nonentity on the board. The other two members 
are going to run it. If you want to protect your chents in this end 
of the city, you have got to take some action to stop it." 

The Chairman. Did he say anything to you about anybody mak- 
ing collections ? 

Mr. O'Brien. No; he did not say anything about anybody making 
collections, but he said he told them that, andhe told them about their 
being seen with certain representatives of brewers, Michael Keane 
and others; that they coula go if they wanted to, but he would not; 
that they would all get the reputation of being grafters if they voted 
for this. 

Senator Thompson. He did not say what means should be taken 
to protect yourself? 

Mr. O'Brien. What is that? 

Senator Thompson. Yo.u say he used the words that you should 
take some action to protect yourself. Did hesay what hemeant by that? 

Mr. O'Brien. Yes. 

Senator Thompson. What was it ? 

Mr. O'Brien. He said, ''I do not think anything will stop them 
unless you are strong enough to get a congressional mvestigation." 

The Chairman. We will be glad to have anything else, Mr. O'Brien, 
that you think of. 

Mr. O'Brien. Well, I think it has all been covered. I represented 
the petitioners from this section of the city, and there are several 
thousand names to a blanket remonstrance or protest against any 
licenses being granted on Capitol Hill, our contention being that the 
few places of business in any of the blocks up here were to serve the 
wants of the immediate neighborhood, and tnat the whole surround- 
ing was residential. We have not yet gotten a decision on that. 
We had a hearing on that, but we have not up to the present time 
gotten a decision on that; except that Ucenses were granted. 

(The witness was thereupon excused.) 

The Chairman. Very well. We are much obUged. Dr. Hickok, 
do you desire to take the stand ? 

Mr. HicKOK. I want to do whatever the committee wants me to do, 
Mr. Chairman. 

The Chairman. We will be very glad to have you do so. 
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TESTIHONY OF KEY. PATTL B. HICkOK. 

(The witness was sworn by the chairman). 

The Chairman. What is your name ? 

Mr. HiCKOK. Paul R. Hickok. 

The Chairman. What is your location and what is your vocation f 

Mr. HiOKOK. I am a clergyman, pastcn* of the Metropolitan Pres- 
byterian Church, at the comer of Fourth and B Streets SE. My 
residence is No. 17 Fifth Street SE. 

The Chairman. Have you had occasion to make protests before 
the excise board regarding licensing of saloons ? 

Mr. Hickok. Yes; I have appeared before the excise board as a 
protestant in probably seven or eight or nine cases; possibly more. 

The Chairman. What information can you give us with regard to 
some of those cases? 

Mr. Hickok. I think in every instance the cases in which I have 
appeared have been in the comparative neighborhood, in the com- 
munitjr I represent; that is, in or near the location of the church or 
my residence. The church and my residence are within two squares 
of each other, and it is in that general region that is represen^d by 
the East Washington Civic Association. 

Senator Thompson. Can you give the numbers of any places that 
you have protested against ? 

Mr. Hickok. Yes. 

Senator Thompson. And the circumstances surrounding them? 

Mr. Hickok. Yes. 

Senator Thompson. Just do that, if you please. 

Mr. Hickok. In the first place, there was this application for a 
transfer to a site located on the south side of Pennsylvania Avenue 
between Sixth and Seventh Streets. I believe the appUcant was a 
man named MacDonald. 

Mr. O'Brien. O'DonneU. 

Mr. Hickok. MacDonald is the one farther down, is he ? 

Mr. O'Brien. No; O'Donnell is the one farther down. 

Mr. Hickok. This protest was on the one located between Third 
and Fourth, near Fourth. 

Another instance was the case of an appUcant who wished to go to 
a place on the north side of Pennsylvania Avenue between Third and 
Fourth, in a building wbere a moving picture establishment had been 
located. There was an application for a transfer onto East Capitol 
Street, on the north side, between Fourth and Fifth. 

There was another appUcation for a transfer to the south side of 
East Capitol Street between Fourth and Fifth. 

I was going to mention the Mergner case. I am not certain that I 
•did actually appear in that case. At any rate, that is perhaps suffi- 
cient answer to your question. 

Senator Thompson. You might state the circumstances surroimd- 
ing these particular cases and me reasons for your objection. 

Mr. Hickok. Practically every one of these cases had to do with 
saloons or proposed saloons in a general region that we regard as dis- 
tinctly residential. For example, this group of saloons or proposed 
saloons near the Metropolitan Presbyterian Church, of which I am 

Sastor, is in a community where there are probably eight or nine 
ififerent churches within a radius of three squares, and in one instance 
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the proposition was for the location of a saloon which actually would 
have been only 8 feet from my church property; just across a narrow 
alley, actually only 8 feet away. 

SSenator Thompson. You stopped that, did you ? 

Mr, HiCKOK. Yes; that was stopped. Another instance, however, 
in which we failed, was the establishment of a saloon on the south 
side of Pennsylvania Avenue between Third and Fourth, which we 
fedieve is actually within the 400-foot limit indicated in the law. 

The Chairman. What place is that ? 

Mr. HiCKOK. Is that the place of MacDonald or of O'Doaondl ? 

Mr. O'Brien. O'Donnell. 

Mr. HiCEOK. On the south side of Pennsylvania Avenue between 
Third and Fourth. Measuring from the nearest door of the church 
to the street, and tiien directty down the street by the nearest line 
of travel directly to the door of the proposed site, it was within 400 
feet. Pennsylvania Avenue and Fourth Street there make an 
acute angle, the space between being less than an angle of 90®. Tlie 
way the distance was measured was by going clear across -Pennsyl- 
vania Avenue on the diagonal. It did not cross Pennsylvania 
Avenue at right angles, but coining across on a diajgonal to tlie an^e 
of the acute angle, and then back, it made that distance more than 
400 feet from the nearest door of the church, which we did not then 
regard as a correct measurement, and do not now regard as a correct 
measurement. This is the place to which I think reference was 
made by Mr. O^Brien, where an enormous expenditure of money was 
made near the end of the Ucense year in the purchase of new property 
and the erection of new bmldings, all of that with only a few weeks of 
business immediately before them. 

Another case in wnich I was interested was that of what is known 
as the Mergner property on the south side of East Capitol Street, 
between Fourth and Fifth; at No. 415, I think. I am quite sure it 
was at No. 415. 

The Chairman. Yes. 

Mr. HiCKOK. Has the Mergner matter been brought up ? 

The Chairman. Yes. We will be verf glad to have you speak of it. 

Mr. HioKOK. Almost immediately after the law was passed, and 
of course a lon^ time before it went into effect, I was passing this 
property — ^it is just around the comer from my residence — and as I 
passed there I was interested and mystified to see two fences in 
process of construction, and the particularly singular feature was 
that one of the fences came directly across the sidewalk which had 
been in common use for a great many years in front of those stores. 

Senator Thompson. This saloon happened to be the last place on 
the corner, did it not, on that block ? 

Mr. HiCKOK. No; the saloon is not on the comer. 

Senator Thompson. The saloon is not on the comer ? 

Mr. HiCKOK. No, sir; and there are two or three places of business 
between the saloon and either corner; but there is a wide space there 
between the line of businesses and the curb, between the line of stores 
and the curb, and there is one sidewalk near the curb and anothw 
immediately in front of the stores. These two fences were in process 
of construction, one coming from the outer sidewalk to the line of 
the inner sidewalk and the other coming from the outer sidewalk 
clear up to the building. 
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Senator Thompson. When was that ? 

Mr. HicKOK. That was a very short time after the passage of the 
excise law. My recollection is that it was just within two or three 
weeks after the passage of the law, and, of course, a long time before 
it went into effect. I was mystified by it until I happened to recol- 
lect that just beycMid my residence, at the comer of Fifth* and A 
Streets SE., there is a school, and the erection of this one fence 
rsquired that a person must go aroimd that building instead of by 
the sidewalk which had been in use for many years, to go around 
three sides of the street, and then around by Fifth Street. 

Senator Thompson. There is an outer sidewalk there ? 

Mr. HicKOK. There is an outer sidewalk as well as a sidewalk imme- 
diately in front of the line of stores. 

I at once wrote a letter to the officers of the Anti-Saloon League, 
telling them what was being done, and prepared just a Uttle rough 
chart of the appearance of the situation as it was; and I know that 
was presented at the time the hearing came up before the excise 
board; and it was such a palpable subterfuge that it aroused the 
resentment of a good many there, because it served to increase the 
distance by about 70 or 80 leet, and shut off the sidewalk only on one 
side. That is, there was no attempt at all to close the sidewalk on 
the side farther from the schoolhouse, but only on the side nearer. 

The Chairman. You state that you had been going by there for 
years before that ? 

Mr. HicKOK. Oh, yes. It has been an open sidewalk there all the 
while. 

Senator Thompson. It is a cement walk, is it not ? 

Mr. HicKOK. Yes. 

The Chairman. And you say this fence made its appearance 
shortly before the law went into effect ? 

Mr. HiCKOK. Yes. 

The Chairman. There are two fences ? 

Mr. HiCKOK. There are two fences; one that entirely closed the 
kavel over that sidewalk, and the other was left open. 

The Chairman. The other fence was open ? 

Mr. HiCKOK. Yes, the other fence was open. 
• The Chairman. Do you mean there was a gate in it ? 

Mr. HiCKOK. No, sir. If you will allow me, I will demonstrate it, 
or make a drawing. 

The Chairman. What do you mean by an open fence ? 

Mr. HiCKOK. The fence came only to that sidewalk. There were 
two fences in process of construction. 

The Chairman. On each side of the entrance to the saloon? 

Mr. HiCKOK. On each side of the space immediately in front of the 
saloon. 

The Chairman. Yes. 

Mr. HiCKOK. The fence that was in process of construction on the 
east side of that space reaching from the sidewalk nearest the street 
clear back to the ouilding, passing entirely across the sidewalk that 
was immediately in front of the line of the stores. 

The Chairman. And that was the side of the entrance nearest the 
school? 

Mr. HioKOK. Nearest the schoolhouse. The fence which was in 
process of construction on the west side of that space in front of the 
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saloon came from the sidewalk nearest the street just to th^ sidewalk 
that was nearest the line of stores. 

The Chairman. I see. 

Mr. HiCKOK. Just to that point. There was no gate or no remov- 
able fence, or anything. 

Senator Thompson. So that the stores west of the saloon would 
have the use of the sidewalk ? 

Mr. HicKOK. The stores west of the saloon had the use of the side^ 
walk. The stores east of the saloon had the use of the sidewalk just 
to that fence. 

The Chairman. All right, Doctor. Is there anything else now? 

Mr. HiCKOK. I think that is all. 

The Chairman. We are very much obUged to you. 

(The witness was thereupon excused.) 

(At 1.40 o'clock p. m. the committee took a recess until 3.30 
o'clock p. m.) 

AFTERNOON SESSION. 

The committee reassembled, pursuant to the taking of the recess, 
at 3.30 o'clock p. m. 

Present, Senators Sheppard (chairman), Thompson, and Dillingham. 

The Chairman. I desire to put in the recora the following letter 
which has been sent to me: 

[James A. O'Shea, attorney at law, 412 Fifth Street NW., Century Building.] 

Washington, D. C, February t6, 1915, 
Hon. M. Sheppabd, 

United States Senator^ Chairman. 

Dear Sir: Having been advised that the special committee is about to close its 
hearings to-day and wishing to correct certain accusations and aspersions which have 
been cast upon the Marks Hotel and its proprietor, I would respectfully ask leave to 
submit the following which I trust may be printed in the record. 

Mr. Marks came to Washington from Baltimore, where he had held a liquor iicense, 
and was fortified with letters from various influential and prominent men in Baltimore 
as to his standing while in Baltimore. Mr. Marks has endeavored in every way to 
conduct his hotel accordine to law, and had there been any violations, or had the 
place been such as insisted by the vice squad through Lieut. Catts and Detective 
Howes, it strikes me that in justice and fairness to Mr. Marks he should have been 
convicted of any alleged violation. 

The report given by these gentlemen yesterday has received circulation throoffh 
the newspa|)ers and undoubtedly Mr. Marks has been placed in a ^dse light before the 
public, and it is in order to correct this erroneous impression that this letter is addressed 
to your honorable body. ^ 

Should the board desire letters of character and good standing as far as Mr. Marks is 
concerned and the fact that he has a good police record, that the excise board acted 
apon this police record when it reissued lum his license, I should be glad to submit 
tiie same. 

Thanking you for your courtesy in the matter and assuring you on behalf of Mr. 
Marks that his only desire is to correct the impression coining from ex parte statements, 
I beg leave to remain. 

Very respectfully, . 

Jambs A. O'Shba. 

TESTIHONT OF MR. TIMOTHY HAHLOH. 

(The witness was sworn by the chairman.) 
The Chairman. What is your business ? 
Mr. Hanlon. I am a saloonkeeper, sir. 
The Chairman. At what place ? 
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Mr. Hanlon. 822 H Street NE. 

The Chairman. When did you transfer to that place ? 

Mr. Hanlon. My transfer was granted Christmas Eve, I think; 
around there. 

The Chairman. Last Christmas Eve ? 

Mr. Hanlon. A year ago. 

The Chairman. From what place did you transfer? 

Mr. Hanlon. From Thirteenth and H Streets NE. ; the northeast 
comer of Thirteenth and H. 

The Chairman. Was that near Wylie Court ? 

Mr. Hanlon. It was about 150 or 160 feet from Wylie Court. 

The Chairman. Your place is a comer place now, is it not ? 

Mr. Hanlon. Yes. 

The Chairman. What was the house used for before you took it ? 

Mr. Hanlon. Mr. Reagan used it before me, for a private house. 
Jle had a plumbingplace in the back. 

The Chairman. He had a plumbing place in the back and Uved in 
the front ? 

Mr. Hanlon. Yes, sir; and lived in the front. 

The Chairman. What did it cost you to rearrange the place for a 
saloon and put your bar in ? 

Mr. Hanlon. It cost me about $3,500. 

The Chairman. What did it cost you, altogether, to move and 
locate there ? 

Mr. HkNLON. Well, not very much over that. It upset me, 
leaving my place and coming down there. I should think that I 
lost a great deal by leaving Thirteenth and H Streets and coming 
down there. 

The Chairman. Is that a better stand for a saloon than your 
other place ? 

Mr. Hanlon. I do not think so. 

The Chairman. You do not think so ? 

Mr. Hanlon. I do not think so. 

The Chairman. Why did you transfer from it ? 

Mr. Hanlon. I thought I was really affected by the location of a 
cooking school in the middle of the square. 

The Chairman. What kind of a school ? 

Mr. Hanlon. A cooking school. 

The Chairman. Who told you that that would affect you ? 

Mr. Hanlon. Nobody, only that I knew the school was there 
for some time myself, and I didn't want to take no chance, because 
I wanted to get m. 

The Chairman. Did you consult a lawyer? 

Mr. Hanlon. No. I went to see the excise board about it. 

The Chairman. About transferring ? 

Mr. Hanlon. No, about what attitude they would take toward 
the neighborhood. 

The Chairman. Toward the neighborhood and the school there? 

Mr. Hanlon. Yes. 

The Chairman. What did they say? 

Mr. Hanlon. They didn't give me any dedded answer. They 
told me the time would come when I would be heard on the case, I 
didn't want to take no chance. ' : .'^ 
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The Chairman. Did you buy this place before you made applica- 
tion for a transfer ? 

Mr. Hanlon. No,.8ir; I am just renting that place. 

The Chairman. You are just renting that place? 

Mr. Hanlon. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. Did you make your lease and refit the place before 
you got a transfer ? 

Mr. Hanlon. I got a lease for five years with the privilege of five 
more. 

The Chairman. B^ore you asked for a transfer? 

Mr. Hanlon. Well, no; that was under the conditions t^t I should 
get my transfer. 

The CHAiRBiAN. Were you represented by a lawyer in securing 
the transfer? 

Mr. Hanlon. I was, sir. 

The Chairman. Who was your lawyer? 

Mr. Hanlon. Mr. Mancan represented me at my first hearing, and 
Mr. Keane at my renewal. 

The Chairman. The renewal last November? 

Mr. Hanlon. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. What did you pay Mr. Mangan? 

Mr. Hanlon. $50. 

The Chairman. $50 to secure your transfer? 

Mr. Hanlon. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. Was that a retainer? 

Mr. Hanlon. Just a fee. 

The Chairman. Just a straight fee to represent you whether you 
won or not ? 

Mr. Hanlon. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. What was Mr. Keane's fee ? 

Mr. Hanlon. He charged me the same. 

The Chairman. And did you considw that you would need a 
lawyer to secure a renewal of your Ucense there ? 

Mr. Hanlon. I did, sir. 

The Chairman. Were there any protests against the renewal? 
Was that why you felt you needea a lawyer? 

Mr. Hanlon. No, sir; I considered that the Anti-Saloon League 
had a lawyer fighting all those apphcations, and I thought it was neces- 
sary for me to have a lawyer to represent me. Sir. Shoemaker 
represented the Anti-8aloon League, and I couldn't really talk to Mr. 
Shoemaker hke my lawyer would, so that I thought my business was 
worthy of a lawyer to represent me before the board. 

The Chairman. Was there a church near you when you went 
over there ? 

Mr. Hanlon. What church, sir? 

The Chairman. Was there any church in the neighborhood? 

Mr. Hanlon. Not that I knew of. There was a little missioH 
started up across the street when I made application there. ThsLt 
was started by a gentleman named Mr. Green. He started a little 
mission there, and placed the antisaloon placards there just at the 
time I had made aMlication. 

The Chairman. Was it not a Jewish synagogue that started ovot 
there? 
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Mr. Hanlon. ThOTe was a little organization — I don't know 
whether it was a synagogue or not — at the time, of about 12 or 15 
men that came there. Thej had for their president Mr. Fedder- 
man, who was a wholesale hquor dealer, and they had come to me 
in the meantime and asked me if I would give them a little donation 
to buy a location for a church, and I refused them any donation. 
I told them no. At the time, the organization was over a tailor 
shop in Ninth Street. They had one room there. 

The Chairman. Have they not since built a synagogue somewhere 
else? 

Mr. Hanlon. At a church property that Dr. Swem owned at Eighth 
and I Streets. 

The Chairman. They did locate there finallv ? 

Mr. Hanlon. Yes, sir. Dr. Swem did not think it was big enough 
for his congr^ation, and he purchased a place between Sixth and 
Seventh Streets. That is now located in the Northeast Temple; 
and they decided to buy that and occupy it a short while ago. 

The Chairman. The Northeast Temple ? 

Mr. Hanlon. No, sir; but Dr. Swem's church is at Eighth and I 
Streets. 

The Chairman. I thought you said they finally landed in the 
temple. 

Mr. Hanlon. Dr. Swem is located temporarily there — ^in the 
temple. 

Tne Chairman. While his church is building, he is located tempo- 
rarily in the temple ? 

Mr. Hanlon. i es, sir. 

The Chairman. That is all, unless you want to say something 
more. 

Mr. Hanlon. The only real protest that I heard of against me was 
by my neighbor. Dr. Cole. I would like to state a few UtUe facts about 
the matter. 

The Chairman. Just sit down and state them. You have a right 
t© state anything you please. 

Mr. Hanlon. It seems to me that Dr. Cole was the first person that 
aroused mv curiosity about that neighborhood, in getting my license 
transferred, through his agent, Mr. Kennedy. He sent him to me, 
and Mr. Kennedy encouraged me to think that Mr. Hettinger, Mr. 
Brahler, Mr. Ross, and several other saloon keepers who it was a 
possibility would be afifected by the law, were after Dr. Cole's prop- 
erty for a sjtloon. These are the talks that came to me about it. I 
did not worry any about it, because I took my time. Dr. Cole spoke 
against me yesterday, and that was a piece of mahce upon his part, 
for the simple reason that after my license was transferred Dr. Cole 
came to me with my attorney, Mr. De Lacey, who will corroborate 
this statement, and he said, *' i ou have made a mistake." He says, 
''That place is too small for your business. You need a place Uke 
mine,'' ne says. I says, ^' It is too late now, Doctor." He says, ''It 
is not late yet. You can do it yet." So that I said no more about it. 
I was sitting in the parlor, in the front room, you know, when he says, 
"Mr. Hanlon, I am awful sorry you are afifected by the law, and," he 
says, *'it is a nice place for a barroom." He says, '*I am particu- 
larly connected with the District officials, and I have no doubt I can 
help you out in getting a license." I said, ''Will you g around the 

84513*— S. Doc. 981, 63-3 20 
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neighborhood with me and see how they are situated toward a saloon 
in the neighborhood?" He says, *'No; I will not do anything like 
that; but, he says, " I am particularly connected with the officials of 
the District, and I can do you a lot of good. We are all with you 
here." He says, ^' Every man in the square is a drinking man. It is 
a wet square. 

The Chairman. He said, ''We are all wet men" ? 

Mr. Hanlon. Yes, sir. He says, ''It is a wet square. We are aU 
drinkii^ men, and there is no reason why you can not get a license.'' 

The Chaibman. Was that before you got your transfo? 

Mr. Hanlon. That was, and I had no idea of going in that neigh- 
borhood. I got the idea of going up there from Mr. Kennedy lettmg 
me know about that* That is afl I have to^say about that. 

I was out front, speaking with a friend of mine who is a policeman, 
out there, and a pohceman in the ninth precinct, and he came up and 
slapped this policeman on the back, and he says, "You might as wdl 
talk to this man all you want to now, because we will be losing him 
soon. Dr. Cole says all he is going to live for in this world now is 
to see Mr. Hanlon put out of business in that barroom next to him." 
I took the thing serious, and I said, "Will you testify to that, Mr. 
Beach ? " He says, "I certainly wiU.'' I was standing at the comer 
of Fifteenth and H Streets, myself and Mr. Hayden, and he came 
up, and he says those words. So that Mr. Beach says, "Mr. Hanlon 
seems to be a good fellow, a law-abiding citizen,'' and he says, "We 
have a right to protect him all we can. This evidence might do him 
some good some way,'' and he says, "You remember that, Hayden." 
"All right," says Mr. Hayden. So that he wiU gladly come here. 

Dr. Cole says there are no police officers in the ninth precinct. I 
fancy there are very efficient officers in that precinct, because they 
have kept me imder their eye pretty dose, and I have lived under 
the law, bjr the law, as close as possible, and done my best to meet 
the conditions of the business to the best of my abiUtjr. I have no 
mark against me in the 25 years I have been in the business. 

The Chairman. There is no mark against you in the pohce court? 

Mr. Hanlon. No, sir; nothing in tne pouce court, and nobody 
ever had occasion to call me down for anything. 

The Chairman. How long had you been in business at the other 
place ? 

Mr. Hanlon. Thirty months. 

The Chairman. Before that what were you doing ? 

Mr. Hanlon. I was at Pennsylvania Avenue, No. 1004, between 
Tenth and Eleventh Streets. 

The Chairman. How long have you been in the barroom business? 

Mr. Hanlon. About nine years ? 

The Chairman. Are you a native of the District, or did you come 
here from some other State ? 

Mr. Hanlon. I have been 15 years in the District of Columbia. 

The Chairman. From what other State did you come here ? 

Mr. Hanlon. I came to the District. 

The Chairman. From where ? 

Mr. Hanlon. I was an attendant at the Government Hospital for 
the Insane. 

The Chairman. From what country did you come ? 

Mr. Hanlon. I came from Ireland here. 
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The Chairman. From Ireland straight to the District of Columbia ? 
Mr. Hanlon. Yes, sir. 
The Chairman. From Tipperary ? 

Mr. Hanlon. Not exactly; from Killamey. That is all I have to 
say, Mr. Sheppard. 
The Chairman. All right. 
(The witness was thereupon excused.) 

TESTIMOHT OF BEV. JOHN MacMTJEEAT. 

(The witness was sworn by the chairman.) 

The Chairman. What is your location and calling, Doctor? 

Mr. MacMxjrrat. I am pastor of the Union Methodist Episcopal 
Church, 814 Twentieth Street, NW. It is near Pennsylvania Avenue. 

The Chairman. Will you give your experiences with the excise 
board, if you have had any, or with the granting of saloon licenses, 
or with tneir renewal or transfer ^ . 

Mr. MacMurrat. May I just say a word or two in parenthesis? 

The Chairman. Just take your own time about it. 

Mr. MacMurrat. For 20 or 25 years, ever since I have had very 
much to sav about it, I have been opposed to saloons in one form or 
another. In Plainfield, N. J., I worked to secure a high license and re- 
stricted territory — that is, having the saloons put out of the residential 
section — ^which 1 did with some success in Jersey City, as Gen. Smith 
knows, and when I came to Washington I thought I would have abso- 
lutely nothing to do with saloons at all, because I thought I had had 
enough of it; out I had not been here very loi^ before the people of 
our church and members of the Woman^s Christian Temperance 
Union asked me to see the excise board in regard to the transfer of 
Mr. Walsh down on Pennsylvania Avenue, and to oppose the transfer 
on the ground that Pennsylvania Avenue between Twenty-first and 
Twenty-second Streets is not a strictly business section, but rather 
residential. Really Pennsylvania Avenue, I have been told by the 
board, has been declared to be a business section, but it is a question 
of whether or not there are not just as many residences mere as 
there are business places. At any rate, investigating it, I foimd that 
over the stores, wnich are what one might c«3l valet stores — I call 
them that because they are shoe-repairing places and places of that 
sort, and in only one instance, at the comer of Twenty-nrst and Penn- 
sylvania Avenue, is there anything like business done outside of the 
people who live in the community, of that kind. Of course there are 
tailor shops and there may possibly be one or two dressmaking estab- 
lishments, but in most cases the people live in the building where the 
business is done and are using the front part for business and the back 
part for residence, and over the places are two or three stories, and 
people are living there. I protested to the board against that, and 
1 said that they ought not to grant the license for tms saloon to Mr. 
Walsh there because it was in a residential section of the city, with 
residences all aroxmd except just simply on Pennsylvania Avenue; 
and possibly on K Street between Twentieth and Twenty-first Streets, 
nothmg but residences and these small tradesmen's businesses that 
are in a residence section and not a business section. It is a place 
in which I thhik the law ought to be interpreted to make the neigh- 
borhood a residence section. 
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Senator Thompson. Were 50 per cent of the buildings in the same 
block business ? 

Mr. MacMurray. I understand that is a very close estimate. I 
understand from Mr. Shoemaker that he finds tnat less than 50 per 
cent is business; but the police captains reported as a result of the 
investigation that 50 per cent was. But I nave told you the nature 
of the business that is there, what you might call valet service for 
the people who live there; that is, where you get barbering done, or 
get your shoes repaired, or get your coat pressed, or something of 
that sort. I say that is valet service, and is not business the same 
as a shoe store would be where thej sell shoes or do other business 
of that kind. That is the way in which I have been taught to r^ard 
a business section, as a place where business is done and not where 
mere service of that kina is I'endered; because if you begin that way, 
every boarding house and every dressmaking estabfishment and 
every millinery establishment would be classed as business, and you 
might get up a little business street in that way; but I do not r^ard 
that so, at aU, and in that sense, I do not regard the block between 
Twenty-first and Twenty-second Streets as a business street. But 
Mr. Shoemaker tells me that even under those circumstances it is 
just a question of whether there are 50 per cent of those places that 
are taken up with business. 

I protested against that before the board, and at the same time 
there were people who lived right next to the saloon of Walsh which 
was located there, who owned the property, who protested to the 
board that the location of the saloon there would be a great damage 
to them, and it seemed as if the protest ought to be very strong and 
ought to be regarded, because there was no demand for the sSoon. 
Nobody petitioned for it, but people did oppose it. People who 
owned property right next to the location of the proposed saloon 
opposed it. Tne license for that saloon was granted. 

The Chairman. Was that transferred from somewhere else ? 

Mr. MacMurray, Yes; it was transferred from Twenty-first and 
K Streets, or off down there. He wanted it transferred because the 
new law going into effect on November 1 would touch him and force 
him to move, and he wanted to locate there when there was an 
opportunity to do so. 

The Chairman. Why would the new law affect him in his old place? 

Mr. MacMurray, Mr. Shoemaker can tell you that better than I. 
I have been here comparatively a short time and there are certain 
conditions that I have been unable to study out. 

The Chairman. I understand it was a residence section, also? 

Mr. MacMurray. Yes; probably that is it. I understand that all 
of that is really a residence section. 

The Chairman. How many people joined you in making this pro- 
test on the ground that it was a residence section ? 

Mr. MacMurray. So far as the Walsh case is concerned ? 

The Chairman. Yes. 

Mr. MacMurray. I could not teU you now, because I did not take 
the precaution at the time to count up the number. We thought it 
was sufficient to have protests from people who owned property in 
that vicinity. 

The Chairman. What proportion of the people in that vicinity 
did you have? 
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Mr. MacMurray. I do not believe I could tell you even that. 

The Chairman. Was it a lai^e number ? 

Mr. MacMurray. Yes. 

The Chairman. Comparatively ? 

Mr. MacMurray. Yes, comparatively a large number. Some 
appeared before the board in protest, and others did not appear 
because they said it was scarcely worth while to appear before the 
board, '' Because, '^ they said, ''we will be turned down; we will be 
browbeaten by some lawyer of the opposing side,'' or ''it is no use to 
take our time to go down there under the circumstances to make a 
protest''; and of course they did not care to go. Others did not 
want to go because they said "If we go down there and protest we 
will be marked men, and our business will suflFer in consequence." 
I have had experience enough so that I know enough not to submit a 
business man to anything of that kind. If he goes in and testifies he 
suffers in some way; otherwise the number protesting would be very 
much larger. 

The Chairman. Was that the only ground of protest in that case ? 

Mr. MacMurray. That was all; yes, sir. 

The Chairman. What other place, did you say you had had experi- 
ence with ? 

Mr. MacMurray. I also had experience with a place that has been 
licensed by the Hoard as a wholesale place; the place of Mr. Henry, 
a grocery store. I protested against that because I thought it was 
within 400 feet of our church, and the board remeasured it after I 
made the protest and foimd that it came within the 400-foot limit. 
Before that it did not come within the 400-foot limit because, by a 
process of measurement which this or some other board had instituted, 
they made the measurement 450 feet. That was not a right-angle 
measxurement, but it was a very peculiar measurement. I will try 
to explain how the measurement took place. Pennsylvania Avenue 
runs diagonally by our place, and it passes Twenty-first Street up to 
Twenty-second Street, and it runs in a diagonal du'ection. 

Senator Thompson. When was this measurement made ? 

Mr. MacMurray. This measurement was made by Mr. Bride. It 
must have been made by the board in 1913, or at least that measure- 
ment accepted by them; else the place would no.t have been licensed 
at that time. There is a provision of the law that forbids the putting 
of a place of that kind within 400 feet of a church. The measure- 
ment, of course, on Pennsylvania Avenue runs diagonally. 

Senator Thompson. Did you see that measurement? 

Mr. MacMurray. I did not see the process of measurement, but I 
saw the process of the measurement that was made perhaps not by 
the board but by those who wanted to be sure that the measurement 
was accurate. Mr. Henry explained to me the process of measure- 
ment by which he reached 450 feet. He measured up Pennsylvania 
Avenue, up to just a little park we have there on the corner of Twen- 
tieth and Pennsylvania Avenue, and then measuring down in front 
of our church. Of course that was altogether out of the way as far 
as the measurement was concerned. It was not even on a straight 
line, and I called the attention of the board to the fact that by any- 
thing Hke not even an air-line measurement or anything of that kind, 
Mr. Henry's place was within 400 feet of the cjiurch, and I think 
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there was inclined to be a little protest against it. Anyway, the meas- 
urement was made and they foimd that it was withm 400 feet. 

Senator Thompson. They refused the license, then ? 

Mr. MacMurray. They refused a wholesale license, and Mr. Henry 
bought a place which I do not think is more than 50 feet farther 
down on Pennsylvania Avenue, farther away from our church. I 
hold that according to the measurement, makmg a proper interpreta- 
tion of the law as I found it in other places, Henry's place is stiU 
within 400 feet of our church. I do not know that without a dia- 
gram I can explain to you what I mean. 

The Chairman. Have you actually made a measurement? 

Mr. MacMurray. I have not made it by line. I have paced it oflF, 
and it has been made by line by others. 

Senator Thompson. We have a plat here. 

Mr. MacMurray. Have you a plat with regard to the Harvey case, 
Mr. Hart? 

Mr. Hart. It is not here • I will get it for you if you care to have it. 

Mr. MacMurray. By the way in which men walk or can walk 
imdisturbed by anything that prevents them, walking entirely on 
property which belongs to the District of Columbia, it is possible to 
get from the front of our church to the front of Mr. Henry's store, 
at the present place where he has a license, in less than 400 feet. 

Senator Thompson. How many feet do you make it to be? 

Mr. MacMurray. It is just a httle over 300 feet; it may be 310 or 
320 feet. 

The Chairman. Did you protest against that place ? 

Mr. MacMurray. Yes, sir; on the ground that even the new place 
was within the 400-foot limit of the church. 

The Chairman. Did they measure that ? 

Mr. MacMurray. I do not know whether the board measured it or 
not. I only know that the board granted the application and Henry 
received his Ucense. 

There is another case. I do not care about saying very much 
about it, because I am very friendly disposed toward Mr. Harvey, 
and therefore I did not enter into any protest against his Ucense; but 
that is one of the cases under consideration at the present time. 
Measurements have- been made showing that Mr. Harvey's place is 
within 340 feet of our church. Mr. Henrv's place is nearer the 
church than Mr. Harvey's place is, so that it Mr. Harvey's measure- 
ment is 340 feet, Mr. Henry's place is less than that. 

The Chairman. What kmd of place is Mr. Harvey's? 

Mr. MacMurray. Harvey has a restaurant, and I want to say that 
if all places were run as Harvey's is run, I do not think there would 
be any opposition to them at all. The only ground of opposition to 
that place is that it happens to be within 400 feet of our church; 
something that we are not responsible for, but it is within the 400- 
foot limit. 

Senator Thompson. Could you not move the church ? 

Mr. MacMurray. I think we have been thinking a little bit about 
that. It is a case of Mr. Harvey being obliged to leave or our being 
obliged to leave, I am afraid. We did not protest against that, 
because the case seemed to be so clear that he was within the 400-foot 
limit. 
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Another case which I protested was the case of Michael Raftery. 
He .may be outside of the 400-foot Umit from the three churches that 
are there. There is the Nineteenth Street Baptist Church, on Nine- 
teenth and I, and there is the Western Presbyterian Church, which 
is just exactly back of Raftery's saloon, and I think by proper 
measurement would probably come within the 400 feet. It is possi- 
ble that it is very close to the 400-foot Umit of our church. But the 
ground on which I protested against Raftery was, first, that our 
section is a residential section; in the second place, it was that the 
saloon itself now occupied by Raftery was formerly occupied by 
Donovan, and Donovan did not apply for renewal of his Ucense. 
He closed up his place a month or two before the expiration of his 
license, because it did not pay. Mr. Donovan said tnat it did not 
pay. He volimtarily went out of business. He said, '^It is not 
worth while for me to ask for a renewal of license.^' The man who 
preceded Donovan gave up his Ucense because it did not pay him 
there. We therefore protested on the ground that the saloon was 
not needed there under the circumstances. Mr. Raftery had been 
transferred from some place east. I do not know just exactly where 
he was, but he was transferred to the corner of Twentieth and E 
Streets. I do not know how he came to be transferred from where 
he was to Twentieth and E Streets, because right across from the 
former location of Raftery's^ at Twentieth and E Streets, there is a 
colored Baptist church, which was established there in 1913. Mr. 
Raftery was transferred to Twentieth and E Streets, I understand, 
on May 14. I do not know how the transfer was made, but it seemed 
to me it was iUegal, because this Baptist church is right across from 
the point to whicn Raftery has been transferred. Raitery^s location, 
of course, was in a residential section, although on a business block. 
E Street between Nineteenth and Twentieth has been said by the 
board to be a business block, and therefore possibly under the cir- 
cumstances Mr. Raftery had a rieht to stay there. I hold that if 
the board said that Raftery could not stay at Twentieth and E 
Streets because the block between Nineteenth and Twentieth Streets, 
although a business block, was in a residence section, and therefor^ 
ought to be considered as a part of the residential section, and the 
fact that that was not a busmess block was ignored when that was 
the ground of their contention — I hold that the contention as to the 
block between Twenty-first and Twenty-second on Pennsylvania 
Avenue Ukewise holds true, because that is equally in a residence 
section, and also possibly as to the block between Seventeenth and 
Eighteenth Streets. Between Eighteenth and Nineteenth Streets on 
Pennsylvania Avenue are two parks, and therefore that is not busi- 
ness. Bevond Twenty-second Street Pennsylvania Avenue is strictlv 
residential, so that the point of contention is whether the block 
between Twenty-firat and Twenty-second Streets mi^ht be properly 
considered a business block in the sense that saloons should be 
allowed there. We hold that it ought not to be thus considered. 
We opposed Raftery because the saloon that had been riven up by 
Donovan — ^nobody nad appUed for a Ucense for that place and it 
was evidently not paying, and no one seemed to talk of taking the 
place. It belonged to the Abner-Drury brewing concern. 

After 297 Ucenses were granted and the three remaining ones 
were to be planted we understood that the Miller Bros, apphed iov 
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one of those three. We understood that another man somewhere 
east of us applied for another, and we were very much surprised to 
find that Michael Raftery had applied for one of the remaining 
licenses. He had been refused one at Twentieth and E Streets. It 
could not have been because of a residential question raised, because 
he was on a business block. I can not understand it. That is one 
of the mysterious things I can not understand. I have my own 
ideas of the situation. I do not know that I care to express them 
publicly, but I was told that Mr. Raftery was asked to consent to 
allow his license tp be not renewed, and that if he could find a fit 
location against which no objection could be placed he would be 
granted a ucense. I do not think I am divulging any secret when I 
say I was informed that at a meeting of the board that if Raftery 
would not apply for renewal of his license at Twentieth and E 
Streets, if a proper location could be found against which no objec- 
tion could be made, his license would be granted. We did not know 
that an attempt would be made to start a saloon in Donovan's place 
imtil one day 1 saw a representative of the board come up there with 
a measuring line and measure from the Western Presbyterian Chiirch 
and our place and the Baptist Church to the saloon at that time 
occupied oy Donovan; and, knowing what I did, I came to the con- 
clusion that possibly that was a part of the deal, and if they could 
find that Donovan's saloon was outside the range of 400 feet from 
our three churches the Ucense would be granted; but it seemed 'to 
me to be an outrage under the circumstances, because Mr. Raftery 
has as his patronage out at Twentieth and E Streets a large percent- 
age of colored people. His new location would be about four or five 
blocks from his old location. The natural thing for us to conclude 
would be that at least part of his patronage there would follow him 
up to his new location between Nineteenth and Twentieth Streets. 
Personally I objected to that because it would bring by our houses — 
and that nas been verified by the result — on Twentieth Street, from 
his saloon on Pennsylvania Avenue between Nineteenth and Twen- 
tieth Streets, drunken negroes. 

The Chairman. You mean by your houses, or by the churches ? 

Mr. MacMurray. By our homes. I did not care to have either 
drunken white men or drunken negroes coming by our place singing 
ribald songs at 1 and 2 and 3 o'clock at night, disturbing the rest at 
our own home, not to say anything about people living in our neigh- 
borhood. That thing is being done more or less. I protested to the 
board under the circiunstances, and I also stated that I could see no 
reason why Michael Raftery should receive a license, unless it was 
simply to obey the behests of the brewing and liquor interests. The 
buildiiig now occupied by Raftery is a building owned by the Abner- 
Drury Brewing Co., or at least it is held in tne name of Drury, and 
the lawyer who came before the board to advocate the granting of a 
license for Raftery, I understand, is the attorney for the Abner-Drury 
Brewing Co. 

Senator Thompson. Who is he ? 

Mr. MacMurray. Mr. Keane. Likewise it seemed to me that Mr. 
Raftery was nothing more or less than an agent or representative of 
the Abner-Drury Co. for the sale of their beer, or whatever distilled 
liquors they had a mind to allow in that building. I protested to 
the board and stated that I did not think that Congress in passing 
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this law intended that the excise board should be the agent for any 
brewing company or Uquor interests in furthering their interests, and 
that is what it would amount to, that the Abner-Drury Brewing Co. 
might have another depot for the sale of its products, and also that 
the Uquor interests nught have another depot for the sale of distilled' 
liquors. I made the protest lust as strong as I possibly could. I did 
that because I was requested to do so by the officials of our church, 
and I also represented others. You know how it is. The honorable 
members of this committee know that ihere are a multitude of people 
who, if they can find a mouthpiece, are willing to put everything upon 
him, and we are just* simply flooded with requests to present their 
side where it can be heara. As a clergyman, I find that. When I 
came down this morning oA the car a woman came to me and said, 
"If you have anything to say in behalf of our conmiunity to rid us of 
the saloons, I wish you would." Then she went on and cited the 
case of her own family, where it was touched. She knew that I was 
a minister and that I might have an opportimity to say something 
before this committee, or if I did not, that I might have an opportu- 
nity to say it to the press, or that I would have the opportimity to 
say it from the pulpit. People are coming to see me at my home 
asking me to do something for that section toward cleaning it up. 
That IS the reason I have been interested in it, why I was interested 
in it before I came here and have been interested in it ever since. 

I appeared before the board of excise a large number of times in 
regard to all those places in that section, because we wanted to clean 
it up. I want to say that I have received good treatment generally 
on the part of the board, I have not any fault to find with the treat- 
ment that I have received; but it is a case of their being very nice, 
and going on and doing what they feel hke doing. I have come to 
the conclusion, I think very properly, Senator — I have come to feel — 
that they were a set of puppets m the hands of interests stronger than 
they are, either the hquor interests or pohtical interests, or backed 
by the Hquor interests of the country, and that they were not able to 
do the things that they wanted to do. I want to give them credit 
for that much, that I think they are all good men; but I think they 
can not do the things they want to do and would Hke to do. 

The Chairman. Anything else, doctor, we would be glad to have? 

Mr. MacMueeay. 1 have some other things, but I do not care to 
take up the time of this honorable committee with them. 

Senator Thompson. You have covered the ground in your protests ? 

Mr. MacMueeay. Yes. 

Senator Thompson. Have you entered any petitions when you 
made these protests ? 

Mr. MacMueeay. No; I have not. 

Senator Thompson. You did not present any petitions to the 
board? 

Mr. MacMueeay. No; I did not, because other agencies did that. 
The Woman's Christian Temperance Union got up petitions and 
presented them to the board. I myself wrote a personal letter in 
every case to the board in behalf of our church. 

Senator Thompson. There were petitions of protest in these cases ? 

Mr. MacMueeay. Yes; and I represented our church, the con- 
stituency of which Uves in that immediate neighborhood. 

Senator Thompson. You made a statement before the board ? 
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Mr. MacMubray. Yes, in each case; tod I think the public press 
will bear out that statement, because there were some items in the 

fress in regard to the way in which I was turned down by the board, 
want to say, too, that 1 have no feeling of malice toward the board: 
I have the mghest respect for them, and if there was any way at all 
in which I could avoid saying the things I am forced to say, I would 
not do it; but I simply can not do it. The people of our community 
are after me to try to do something to clean up that community. It 
is a residential section, and we do not want the saloons up there, 
because you know what they stand for as well as I do. We have 
had some of the saloons cleaned out there ; and some real estate people 
have said to me that property values are increasing as the result of 
the cleaning out of those saloons. I hopd there will be some more of 
the same kmd. 
(The witness was 4ihereupon excused.) 

TESTIMONT OF DB. JOHN T. COLE (Besmaed). 

The Chairman. You heard the testimony of Mr. Hanlon ? 

Mr. Cole. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. Proceed in your way to make any comment that 
may occur to you. 

Mr. Cole. I wish to disabuse Mr. Hanlon's mind of any idea of 
there being any malice in my remarks here yesterday. 1 was not 
after Mr. Hanlon. But I am not so easy as the doctor who gave such 
a pleasant recitation just now. I am after the excise board, not 
Mr. Hanlon. I object to the saloon being next to my home and 
office. As to negotiations pending for my property through Mr. 
Hanlon, when the Jones- Works bill was passed it was rumored around 
the neighborhood that that would be a wet block, and I had numerous 
demands over the telephone as to the price of my property, and to 
know if I would sell. When I leamect that the liquor people were 
after locations, I then thought of selling, to get out of it. it wound 
up by applications for licenses on either side of me, one at No. 818 — ^I 
live at No. 820 — and Mr. Hanlon's place is No. 822. If I could have 
sold at that time, I would have sold. That has aU been covered at 
both hearings. There is no secret about it. But what I do want to 
emphasize is that I have no malicious feeUng toward Mr. Hanlon. 

The Chairman. Your object in wanting to sell was to get out of the 
vicinity into which you felt a saloon was coming; was that the idea? 

Mr. Cole. I was afraid of it, and it has been a thorn in my side 
ever since I have been there. That is about all I have to say in regard 
to it. 

The Chairman. Very well, sir. 

Gen. Smith, would you mind taking the stand again for a few 
minutes ? Senator Thompson wants some information about a place 
at the corner of Fourteenth and U Streets. 

(The witness was thereupon excused.) 

TESTIMONY OF BOBEBT G. SMITH (Besomed). 

Senator Thompson. General, you were asked yesterday about 
saloon places where intoxicating Uauor was sold in the city imder 
Ucense. Do you know of any double doors or double arrangements 
where Uquor is sold under a single license in such places ? 
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Mr. Smith. You have just mentioned the place at Fourteenth 
andU. 

Senator Thompson. You know of that place? 

Mr. Smith. That is a half circular bar, and the colored are served 
on one side and the whites on the other; an arrangement that seems 
better than to have them mixed at the one bar. 

Senator Thompson. There are two buildings there, are there not — 
two entrances ? 

Mr. Smith. There is only one entrance now. 

Senator Thompson. That is No. 1942-1944. That is right, is it 
not? 

Mr. Smith. I think it is No. 1942. 

Senator Thompson. There is just one Ucense, anyhow, to O'Hanlon 
& O'Connor? 

Mr. Smith. There is one license and one barroom. 

Senator Thompson. The fact is that there are two rooms ? 

Mr. Smith. It is all one room. 

Senator Thompson. And there was at one time a soUd partition 
between the two, and there is an opening ? 

Mr. Smith. It is not used now. 

Senator Thompson- That is the way it was originally ? 

Mr. Smith. It may have been. I have never seen it. 

Senator Thompson. Anyhow, there is an opening to accommodate 
a bar for the two rooms ? 

Mr. Smith. The wall is where it used to be, I presiune. 

Senator Thompson. Do you not remember about the bar running 
on both sides of that center partition ? 

Mr. Smith. Yes. 

Senator Thompson. And around through the opening? 

Mr. Smith. Yes. 

Senator Thompson. That would really be a bar in two rooms t 

Mr. Smith. A bar in two rooms, if you will have it so. 

Senator Thompson. Is it not a fact? I just wanted to know what 
the truth of it was. Do you know of any other place Uke that in the 
city? 

Mr. Smith. Yes; I do. 

Senator Thompson. Where else ? 

Mr. Smith. At the comer of Fourteenth and Rhode Island Avenue. 

Senator Thompson. That is the John F. Manahan Co. ? 

Mr. Smith. Yes. 

The Chairman. They have a similar arrangement there ? 

Mr. Smith. Yes. 

Senator Thompson. What is the situation there as to the building ? 

Mr. Smith. One room with a circular bar, or a half circular bar; 
whites on one side and colored on the other. That is, according to 
our inspection. I do not know 

Senator Thompson. They draw the color line in the saloon business 
sometimes ? 

Mr. Smith. They try to do that in some places. 

Senator Thompson. Do you know of any other places, general? 

Mr. Smith. I do not recall any. 

The Chairman. Do you remember how many restaurant licenses, 
or what you call restaurant licenses, have been issued ? 

Mr. Smfth. Fifty-one. 



Digitized by VjOOQIC 



302 EXCISE BOARD OF THE DI8TBICT OF COLUMBIA. 

Senator Thompson. Generally, where a restaurant license is issued 
it indicates both a bar and sale at the tables, does it not, or in the 
restaurant ? 

Mr. Smith. Yes. The restaurant licenses entitles the holder to 
serve intoxicating liquors at a bar or in the dining room only. 

Senator Thompson. Under the law are there not simply two 
hcenses, what you call a barroom Ucense and a wholesale license? 

Mr. Smith, i es. 

Senator Thompson. How do you make that distinction ? 

Mr. Smith. But there is a paragraph that provides for the recog- 
nition of restaurant establishments, if after the inspection the excise 
board sees fit to 

Senator Thompson. That is in connection with the bar ? 

Mr. Smith. Oh, yes. Why should the excise board be interested 
in an establishment that does not sell Uquors ? 

Senator Thompson. I beg your pardon; I did not imderstand. 

Mr. Smith. I say the excise board would have no authority over 
an estabUshment that did not sell hquor. 

Senator Thompson. I was trying to get at whether it was a distinc- 
tion that you had made by your rmes, or how it was arrived at. The 
law seems to indicate two lands of Ucense, one a barroom license and 
the other a wholesale license. The board, as I understand it, makes 
another subdivision and caUs one of the licenses a restaurant license, 
which includes both barroom and restaurant. 

Mr. Smith. No; I think paragraph 14 will bear me out. 

Senator Thompson. It may be. You say paragraph 14 authorizes 
that ? Section 14 of your rules says (reading) : 

Sec. 14. There shaU be three classes of barroom licenses, as follows- 

That is simply a rule of the board, is it not ? 

Mr. Smith. Iso; I1i,m looking for . 

Senator Thompson. Anyway, there is what you call a restaurant 
Ucense to which is usually attached a barroom, is there not ? 

Mr. Smith. Yes. When I say 61, I mean 51 licensed restaurants 
with the privilege of dispensing intoxicating Uquors. 

Senator Thompson. As a restaurant and as a bar? 

Mr. Smith. Yes. 

Senator Thompson. It indicates in most places two places where 
the liquor is sold or used or drunk ? 

Mr. Smith. Yes. 

Senator Thompson. That is all. 

Mr. Smith. Thank you. 

Senator Thompson. If there is any statement you have to make 
we wiQ be glad to hear it. 

Mr. Smith. I am. an unfortunate culprit before this august bodv, 
and it does not seem fair for a gentleman, particularly one of the clotn, 
to come here and malign, abuse, and scandalize. I am surprised that 
a man of his cloth would do such a thing, and afterwards meagerly 
apologize for it. What did he say they were— puppets ? 

Senator Thompson. No; he was giving simply his final conclusion. 

Mr. Smith. No; he was referring to the members of the board; and 
I think I might have had one champion on the committee who would 
ask that that be taken back. 

The Chairman. You said about as much as he did, so that you 
have got no kick coming. 
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Mr. Smith. Well, if we stand even here, I am satisfied so long as we 
are even. 

Senator Thompson. We regard what he said as only a personal 
opinion. 

The Chairman. Yes. You will have your opportimity, General. 

Mr. Smith. I still have the opportunity of answering, have I not ? 

The Chairman. Yes. 

Mr. Smith. Thank you. 

(The witness was thereupon excused.) 

The Chairman. The committee is going to stand adjourned now, 
so far as the taking of testimony is concerned, until 10.30 o'clock, 
Monday morning, and if at that time anybody wishes to be heard 
in rebuttal of anything that has been said, or regarding anything 
else in connection with this inquiry, they will be heard at that time; 
and this statement will be given to the papers. 

(At 6.15 o'clock p. m., the committee adjourned until Monday, 
March 1, 1915, at 10.30 o'clock a. m.) 
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MONDAY, MABCH 1, 1916. 

Special Committee, 
United States Senate, 

WasTiington, D. 0. 

The special committee met, pursuant to adjounmient, at 10.30 
o'clock a. m. 

Present: Senators Sheppard, Thompson, Jones, €uid Dillingham. 

The Chairman. I wish to observe at the outset this monung that 
the conmaittee has not attempted to conduct this investigation ac- 
cording to the strict rules of evidence that would be applied m a court. 
I will say, however, that the committee will not be governed in viy 
instance by expressions of opinion on the part of witnesses. Witnesses 
here on both sides have from time to time given expression to their 
opinions and conclusions regarding matters, and I think it fair to 
state that the committee will not be governed by those expressions of 
opinion and conclusions in reaching its "findings. 

Is any representative of the excise board here this morning? I 
noticed in the press this morning that they were to send an answer 
of some kind here, and I presume it will arrive later. 

Is Jeremiah O'Connor here ? 

Mr. O'Connor. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. WiU you take the stand ? 

TESTIMONY OF MB. JEBEMIAH O'CONNOB (Besmned). 

The Chairman. Mr. O'Connor, you have been on the stand before 
and have been sworn? 

Mr. O'Connor. Yes, Senator. 

The Chairman. Will you proceed and say what you want to say? 

Mr. O'Connor. I wish to state this morning, Senator, that I deny 
in toto the testimony of Officer Newkirk on Friday last in respect to 
me and my place of business. 

I also want to state that I do not nm a Chinese restaurant nor a 
restaurant of any kind except a saloon. I do not keep a pig's-foot 
restaurant, either, or a Chinese joint, as testified to by Officer New- 
kirk. Neither do men or women of questionable character enter my 
place — ^no women of any kind — as he testified, coming and going afl 
nirfit. 

The Chairman. You gave me a list of witnesses that you wished 
summoned ? 

Mr. O'Connor. Yes, Senator. 

The Chairman. To be interrogated along that line % 

Mr. O'Connor. Yes. 
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The Chairman. We have tried to procure the attendance of every 
one of them. One was reported sick and one was inaccessible 
We will call the roll here after you leave the stand, and we will put 
them on and we will ask them regarding your place. 

Mr. O'Connor. Thank you, sir. Now, I wish further to state, 
Senator, that I have been in that location for over 10 years, and I 
have never been accused of violating the excise law or any law what- 
ever, concerning the sale of liquor or the civil law of the l)istrict. 

The Chairman. You have never been in the police court ? 

Mr. O'Connor. Never, sir. I have an honorable record both as a 
citizen and a soldier. I served in the late Spanish War, and I have 
commendations from my superior officers to that eflFect; also from 
the Major and Superintendent of the poUce force for capturing a high- 
wayman and returning the monev he stole from a lady on Eleventh 
and Pennsylvania Avenue, and I have testimony of that here from 
the Major and Superintendent. At the risk of my own hfe I pur- 
sued a negro, after he had robbed a woman, for over two blocks and 
brought him to bay and turned him over to an officer of the second 
precinct on July 1, 1904. 

To my mind, Senator, I feel, that a man has nothing but his repu- 
tation. When that is lost, he certainly is poor. I have nothing to 
leave to my little ones but a good reputation, and I do not wish that 
to be besmirched by anybody, by perjuring himself. 

The Chairman. Is there anything else? 

Mr. O'Connor. I further request. Senator, that after you have 
heard the testimony on the stand you will expimge from the record 
the testimony of Officer Newkirk m reference to me and my place. 
I thank you, Senator, and members of the committee. 

Senator Jones. We could not do that. 

The Chairman. No. 

Mr. O'Connor. I would like to ask that the letter from Maj. Syl- 
vester be entered in the record. 

The Chairman. Let me see the letter. These papers may be en- 
tered in the record. 

(The papers presented by Mr. O'Connor are here printed in full as 
follows:) 

Metropolitan Police Department, 

Washington, July 7, 1904. 
Jeremlas O'Connor, Esq., 

No. 2S0 Seventh Street NE., Washington^ D. C. 

Dear Sir: I desire to express to you the appreciation of the superintendent of this 
department for your public-si)irited action in assisting in the overtaking and arrest of 
Samuel Yates, charged with highway robbery, on or about the Ibt of July, 1904. Your 
action was commendable and worthy of emulation on the part of other citizens. 
Very respectfully, 

Richard Sylvester, 

Major and Superintendent. 

To all whom it may concern: 

Know ye, that Jeremiah O'Connor, a private of Company A of the Fourth Bat- 
talion of Infantry, who was enlisted on the 25th day of April, 1892, to serve 3 years, 
is discharged from the District of Columbia National Guard this 24th day of April, 
1895, by reason of expiration of term of service. 
(No objection to his being reenUsted is known to exist.)^ 

Harry Walsh, 
Captain Commxmding Company. 
Character excellent. 

* This sentence will be wased if there Is anything in the conduct or physical condition of the soldier ren- 
dering him unfit tor the active militia. 
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Presidio, San Francisco, Gal., July S^ 1901. 
To whom it may concern: 

I take pleasure in commending First Sergt. Jeremiah O'Connor, Company I, Forty- 
third Infantry United States Volunteers, for his personal conduct in many trying 
circumstances in which he has been placed during his service in Company I, Forty- 
third Infantry United States Volunteers, from October 2, 1899, to July 5, 1901. He 
has been a model soldier, painstaking, sober, and industrious. 

At the Battle of Catbalogan, Samar, P. I., January 27^ 1900, Fh^ Sergt. O'Connor, 
then a corporal, was a member of the advance guard which I commanded. 

During the remainder of my service in the Philippine Islands, Sergt. O'Connor was 
under my immediate command in the following engagements and expeditions, in 
which he particularly distinguished himself, from March 16 to April 17, 1900, in 
expedition to east coast of Samar, during which my command covered over 600 miles 
of mountain or jungle, much of which had never before been trod by a white man. 

Duriiig this expedition whenever I established a base I placed Sergt. O'Connor in 
command. Owing to the smallness of the number of my command, which never 
exceeded 33 men, Sergt. O'Connor's squad did consist only of about eight men, and 
during this period Sergt. O'Connor was never taken by surprise and never obliged to 
vacate his position, though often assaulted (and every position established was neces- 
sarily established in one of the worst of insurgent countries). 

During the absence of my detachments from base, Sergt. O'Connor received word 
that one of my detachments had a severe engagement with the enemy near town of 
San Jose (a distance of about 35 miles); that some of the men were wounded and 
needed assistance. A small detachment had just arrived at my plswie, and Ser^. 
O'Connor taking five men, medical supplies, and rations, made a forced march in 
search of the deSachment having wounded men, which he located, aided, and assisted 
to the base. 

During 10 night engagements with insurgents at Paranas, Samar, in May, 1900, 
Sergt. O'Connor conducted himself with credit. At Barugo, Leyte, diuing Jime, 1900, 
Sergt. O'Connor had charge of a squad of my detachment, and performed the work 
allotted to him in a maimer that any man should justly feel proud of. Sergt. O'Con- 
nor's next command was a detachment acting as a guard for construction party on 
telegraph lines, on tie Island of Leyte. At completion of this duty he, Sergt. O'Con- 
nor, was placed in command of the night patrol m the city of Tacloban, Leyte, where 
he won commendations for the thoroughness with which he performed this duty. 
Sergt. O'Connor's performance of the duty of first sergeant was exemplary. 

I take pleasure in recommending First Sergt. O'Connor as sober, honest, and pains- 
taking. 

W. E. Morris, 
First Lieutenantj Forty-third Infantry United States Volunteers^ 

C(ymmandtng Company J, Forty-third Infantry. 



To all whom it may concern: 

Raow ye, that Jeremiah O'Connor, a first sergeant of Company I, of the Forty- 
third Regiment of Infantry, United States Volunteers, who was enlisted on the second 
day of October, 1899, to serve for the i)eriod ending Jane 30, 1901, is hereby honorably 
discharged from the service of the United States, by reason of muster out of regiment. 

No objection to his reenlistment is known to exist. ^ 

The said Jeremiah ,0' Connor was bom in Abbyfield, Limerick, in Ireland, and 
when enrolled was 27^^ years of age, 5 feet OJ inches high, ruddy complexion, M. blue 
eyes, D. brown hair, and by occupation a clerk. 

Given at Presidio, San Francisco, Cal., this 5th day of July 1901. 

W. E. Morris, 
First Lieutenant^ Foarty-third Infantry, United States Volunteers, 

Commanding the Company. 
Countersigned: 

J. C. GlLMAKL Jr., 
Major Forty-third Infantry, United States Volunteers. 

Mustering Offxff. 

» To be erased should there be anything in the conduct or physical condition of the soldier rendering 
him unfit for the Army. 
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MIUTABY RBCORD. 

Noncommissioned officer: First seigeant. 

Battles, engagements, skirmishes, expeditions: In battle of Oatbalogan, SiCmar, 
P. I., Janiiary 27^ 1900. 

Expedition to intarior of Samar, P. I., March 16 to April 17, 1900. Engagement 
at San Jose, Samar, P. I., April 10. 1900. In 10 night engagements at Paranas, 
Samar, P. I., May 9 to May 23, 1900. Night attack at Barugo, Leyte, P. I., June 
23,1900. 
K^Barks: Character excellent. 
Services '* honest and faithful.'' 

W. E. Morris, 
Fint Lieutenanty Forty-third Infantry, United States Volunteers^ 

Commanding Company I. 

Pay department, United States Army. Paid in full, $554.38. Presidio of San 
Francisco, Cal., July 5, 1901. 

Wm. C. Gakbrill. 
Paymaster, United States Army. 

The Chaibb£an. I will state, regarding the request of the witness 
that evidence be expunged, that we can not issue an order of that 
kind, but we will give mm an opportimity to present any evidence 
he may care to present in refutation of the evidence in the record. 

Senator Jones. Your personal character is not in issue at all. 

Mr. O'Connor. I thought it was. 

Sffliator Jones. The committee has nothing to do with that. We 
are investigating the excise board, not you or these other people. 

Mr. O'Connor. Mr. Newkirk brought this thing in, ana I felt it 
incumbent upon me to clear my reputation. 

The Chairman. We have your record here, and copies have been 
put into the record. 

(The witness was thereupon excused.) 

TESTIMONY OF MB. PETEB LATTEBNER. 

(The witness was sworn by the chairman.) 

The Chairman. Give your full name to the stenographer. 

Mr. Latterner. Peter Lattemer. 

The Chairman. What is your business ? 

Mr. Latterner. Dyer and cleaner. 

The Chairman. Where are you located ? 

Mr. Latterner. Ill Four-and-a-half Street SW. 

The CaAiRMAN. Do you know Jeremiah O'Connor? 

Mr. Latterner. I do. 

The Chairman. Are you familiar with the manner in which he con- 
ducts his barroom at 115 Four-and-a-half Street? 

Mr. Latterner. I do. 

The Chairman. Is it a Chinese joint ? 

Mr. Latterner. No sir; it is not. 

The Chairman. Is it a ''pig-foot'' restaurant, where men and 
women of questionable character are going and coming all night? 

Mr. Latterner. No, sir; it is not. 

The Chairman. You say it is not ? 

Mr. Latterner. No, sir. 

The Chalrbian. What is the reputation of O'Connor and his place ? 

Mr. Latterner. Mr. O'Connor's place is reputed to be a very good 
place, and conditions aU around there. 

84513'— S. Doc. 981, 63-3 21 
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The Chaibman. Do Chinamen frequent his place ? 

Mr. Latterner. No, sir. 

The Chairman. Do women ? 

Mr. Latterner. No, sir. 

The Chairman. Are there any other saloons id" the vicinity of the 
Philadelphia House ? 

Mr. Latterner. There is one, Mr. Lynches, aroimd the comer. 

The CnAiRBfAN. Is there any other saloon between O'Connor's and 
the Philadelphia House ? 

Mr. Latterner. The only one aroimd near O'Connor's is Mr. 
Lynch's. 

The Chairman. Does O'Connor nm a saloon or a restaurant? 

Mr. Latterner. He runs a saloon. 

The Chairman. Have you ever seen any disorder in his place? 

Mr. Latterner. No, su*; I have not. 

The Chairman. Have you been in his place frequently ? 

Mr. Latterner. I have. 

The Chairman. For what purpose did you go into his place ? 

Mr. Latterner. I may have gone in there to take a glass of beer. 

The Chairman. What is the reputation of the people living in that 
block in which O'Connor's saloon is located ? 

Mr. Latterner. They are considered a good grade of people — 
mostly black. There is a restaurant at the corner of the alley, a 
Greek restaurant, and there is a Chinese joint at the comer of Four- 
and-a-half and Missouri Avenue. 

The Chairman. How far is the Chinese joint from the saloon? 

Mr. Latterner. Right at the corner oi the aUey to the comer of 
the Avenue. 

The Chairman. Is it adjoining the saloon ? 

Mr. Latterner. No, sir. 

The Chairman. How far from it ? 

Mr. Latterner. I should say about 150 feet, perhaps. 

The Chairman. Are there any white people Uving in that vicinity?. 

Mr. Latterner. Yes; on the same side as Mr. O'Connor's, on tne 
same side of the alley, and one family across the street. 

The Chairman. What is the character of those i)eople ? 

Mr. Latterner. Very straight people. There is my family and 
my sister's family on the left, on the comer of Missouri Avenue, and 
an Italian runs a little grocery store at 109i. My family lives at 109. 

The Chairman. Is O'Connor's saloon connected in any way with 
the Chinese restaurant, or any other of those houses ? 

Mr. Latterner. No, sir; in no way at all. 

(The witness was thereupon excused.) 

TESTIMONY OF MB. MICHAEL LYNCH. 

(The witness was sworn by the chairman.) 
The Chairman. What is your name ? 
Mr. Lynch. Michael Lynch. 
The Chairman. Where do you live, Mr. Lynch? 
Mr. Lynch. I live at No. 639 Eleventh Street NE. I am connected 
with the sixth precinct station. 
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The Chaisman. What opportunity^ have you had to know Mr. 
Jeremiah O'Connor and the manner m which he conducts his barroom 
at 115 Four-and-a-half Street ? 

Mr. Lynch. I know Mr. O'Connor personally. I have known him 
for about 20 years, but since he has oeen in the saloon business on 
Four-and-a-half Street I should juc^e it is about lOyears. I havebeen 
on that beat ever since the Spanish-American War up until I was 
absent there about 8 or 10 months. 

The Chairman. Is this place a Chinese joint ? 

Mr. Lynch. No, sir; it is not. 

The Chathman. Is it a '^ pig-foot" restaurant, where men and 
women of questionable character are going and coining every day 
and every mght ? 

Mr. Lynch. No, sir. 

The Chairman. What is the reputation of O^Connor, personally ? 

Mr. Lynch. A good feUow. 

The Chairman. And his place ? 

Mr. Lynch. First class. 

The Chairman. Do Chinamen frequent the place? 

Mr. Lynch. I have never seen a Chinaman enter O^Connor's place. 
There is a Chinese restaurant on the comer of Four-and-a-half and 
Pennsylvania Avenue. That is a regular Chinese neighborhood to 
the south of Pennsylvania Avenue, between Four-and-a-half and 
Third. 

The Chairman. Do women frequent this place ? 

Mr. Lynch. O'Connor's place? 

The Chairman. Yes. 

Mr. Lynch. No, sir. He has no accommodations there for women 
at all; only his own family. 

The CHAiRifAN. Is there any other saloon between O'Connor's and 
the Philadelphia House? 

Mr. Lynch. One kept by a man by the name of Michael Lynch, 
on Pennsylvania Avenue, next to the Philadelphia House. 

The Chairman. Does O'Connor run a restaurant as well as a saloon ? 

Mr. Lynch. No, sir. 

The Chairman. Have you ever seen any disorder in his place ? 

Mr. Lynch. I have not, sir. 

The Chairman. What is the character of the people who live in 
the vicinity of Four-and-a-half Street and the block in which O'Con- 
nor's saloon is located ? 

Mi, Lynch. The families that Uve in that neighborhood are good 
famiUes — ^Mr. Lattemer's, Mrs. Harrison, and a man by the name of 
Bei^er, across the street. They have been there for years and own 
the property and conduct their business there. There are a few 
colored lamihes who live across the street; and there is this Chinese 
restaurant on the comer and there is a restaurant conducted by 
Dolphus, next to the Chinese restaurant. The alley separates Mr. 
O'Connor's place from the Dolphus restaurant. 

Senator Jones. You appeared before the board when several of 
these applications for saloon licenses down in that neighborhood 
were up, did you not ? 

Mr. Lynch. I only appeared on one, sir. 
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Senator Jones. Which one ? 

Mr. Lynch. Only this hotel. 

Senator Jones. You defended every apphcation in which you 
appeared before the board, did you not ? 

Mr. Lynch. That was the only one 

Senator Jones. I did not ask you that. I asked you whether 
you did not defend, before tile board, every apphcation in connection 
with which you appeared ? 

Mr. Lynch. No, sir; I did not. 

Senator Jones. What one did you condemn ? 

Mr. Lynch. How do vou mean, Senator ? 

Senator Jones. You know what ^^ condemn'' means, do you not? 

Mr. Lynch. I was smnmoned before the board and I testified to 
what was true, as to the class of people that went in there. I testified 
to the facts, of my knowledge. 

Senator Jones. You defended them, did you not ? 

Mr. Jones. No, sir; I did not, sir. 

Senator Jones. Did you condemn them ? 

Mr. Lynch. Renter's Hotel was a good place, as far as I know. 

Senator Jones. You were asked as to the class of people. That is 
the ovij one you appeared before the board with reference to ? 

Mr. Lynch. That is the only one. 

Senator Jones. If the record shows the contrary, the record is 
wrong? 

Mr. Lynch. That is the only case I appeared about. 

Senator Jones. The record would be wrong, would it ? 

Mi. Lynch. It would be wrong; yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. In the Renter case you were asked about several 
other saloons, were you not ? 

Mr. Lynch. No, sir; I was not. 

Senator Jones. Are you sure about that ? 

Mr. Lynch. I do not remember being asked about any other 
saloon. 

Senator Jones. And if you were, you did not give any of them a 
bad reputation, did you ? 

Mr. Lynch. I testified to the truth, your honor. 

Senator Thompson. Did you ever appear in any case against the 
allowance of a hcense ? 

Mr. Lynch. Oh, I have had several in court, under the old law, 
several years ago. 

Senator Thompson. I mean under the new law. 

Mr. Lynch. No. There has never been any of those saloons in that 
neiriiborhood before the court imder the new law. 

(The witness was thereupon excused.) 

TESTIMONY OF MB. JOSEPH H. BOSWELI. 

(The witness was sworn by the chairman.) 

The Chairman. What is your occupation? 

Mr. BoswELL. A poUceman, sir. 

The Chairman. Do you know anything about Jeremiah O'Connor! 

Mr. BoswELL. Yes, sir. I have Known him for about 10 years. 

The Chairman. Do you know anything about his barroom? 
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Mr. BoswELL. I run that beat for the last 12 years; it wiU be 12 
years the 16th of June. Practically eveiy trick of duty that I have 
done in that time has be^a in the vicinity of Four-and-a-half and the 
Avenue, near his place. 

The Chaibman. Is his place a Chinese joint ? 

Mr. BoswELL. No, air. 

The Chaibman. Is it what is known as a ''pig-foot" restaurant, 
where men and women of questionable character are going and com- 
ine day and night ? 

Mr. BoswELL. No, sir. 

The Chaibman. What is O'Connor's reputation personally ? 

Mr. BoswELL. He seems to be a very mce man, as far as I know. 

The Chairman. What is the reputation of his place ? 

Mr. BoswELL. Very nice, Senator. 

The Chaibman. Do Chinamen frequent his place ? 

Mr. BoswELL. No, sir; I have never seen a Chinaman go in there 
in my life. 

The Chaibman. Is there any other saloon between O'Connor's and 
the Philadelphia House ? 

Mr. BoswELL. Yes; one. 

The Chaibman. What is that ? 

Mr. BoswELL. It is Mr. Lynch's, No. 360 Pennsylvania Avenue. 

(The witness was thereupon excused.) 

TESTIMONT OF MB. D. EDWABD GLAB^. 

(The witness was sworn by the chairman.) 

The Chaibman. Your name is D. Edward Clarke ? 

Mr. Clabke. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. What is your occupation ? 

Mr. Clabeie. Lawyer. 

The Chairman. Are you Mr. O'Connor's lawyer? 

Mi. Clabke. I have represented Mr. O'Connor; yes, sir. 

The Chairman. Did you prepare these questions for him? 

Mr. Qlabke. No, sir; I did not. They were prepared by Mr. 
O'Connor and written by my stenographer in my office. 

The C^LAiBMAN. What do you know personally about Mr. O'Connor ? 

Mr. Clabke. I have been knowing Mr. O'Connor for about six 
years. Our relations, of course, were brought about as the result of 
Mr. O'Connor studying law. I think that he graduated from the 
National Law School. Consequently he comes to me often and dis- 
cusses propositions of interest to him as well as to myself. 

The QaAERMAN. What is his reputation? 

Mr. Clabke. Ve^ good. 

The Chaibman. Do you know anything about the way in which he 
conducts his place of business ? 

Mr. Clabke. I enter his place occasionally, to see him. I am not 
a man that indulges in spirituous liquors. 

The Chaibman. You say he employs you occasionally? You are 
his lawyer? 

Mr. Clabke. Yes, sir. I know Mr. O'Connor runs a first-class 
place, considering tiie neighborhood, of course, and the location in 
which it is. 

The Chaibman. What about the neighborhood? 
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Mr. Clarke. The class of people there, with the exception of the 
white people there, are ordinary colored people. However, the 
white people living in that vicinity are first-class people; the very 
best people in the community; quite an ornament, I am quite sure, 
to the commimity. 

The Chairman. Is there any further statement that you would 
care to make regarding Mr. O'Cionnor or the way in which he conducts 
his place? 

1^. Clarke. Nothing more, Mr. Chairman, than to say that during 
the many times I have visited Mr. O'Connor's place I have never seen 
the slightest disorder there, and I know fl-om my personal observation 
and knowledge that the statements made by Mr. Newkirk respecting 
Mr. O'Connor's place of business are false. 

The Chairman. Have you visited his place at night ? 

Mr. Clarke. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. Frequentlv ? 

Mr. Clarke. Why, possibly once or twice a month. 

Senator Jones. Late at night ? 

Mr. Clarke. The latest hour I have been there to caU upon him 
was 11 o'clock, and that was about last week, some time. 

Senator Jones. You do not know what occiu^ there generally after 
11 o'clock, do you? 

Mr. Clarke. I do not. I might state, Mr. Chairman, that if any- 
thing did occur of that kind, it is more than likely that I would know 
about it, being his attorney. 

Senator Jones. You would get it from him ? 

Mr. Clarke. I would, sir. 

Senator Jones. I want to state for the record, Mr. Chairman, 
that if the matter of Mr. O'Connor's conduct of his saloon was at 
issue, additional evidence would be produced. But it is not the 
issue in this case. 

The Chairman. I will state that Mr. Newkirk has asked that 
Lieut. Duvall and Officer Peck be called, and we have had subpoenas 
issued for them. 

Is there any one here who wishes to testify regarding the conduct 
of the excise board, or in refutation of anything that has been 
developed here? 

Mrs. CoLTON. I should hke to say a few words to the committee. 

The Chairman. Please come forward and be sworn. 

(The witness was thereupon excused.) 

TESTIMONY OF MBS. MARY L. COLTON. 

(The witness was sworn by the chairman.) 

The Chairman. What is your fuU name ? 

Mrs. CoLTON. Mrs. Mary L. Colton. 

The Chairman. Where do you live, Mrs. Colton? 

Mrs. CoLTON. At the Tremont House, or the Tremont Hotel, as 
you term it. 

The Chairman. How long have you hved there? 

Mrs. CoLTON. I have lived there for 14 years. I have transacted 
the business alone for seven years; left a widow there seven years 
ago — just seven years ago. 

The Chairman. Transacted what business ? 
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Mrs. CoLTON. The hotel business. 

The Chaibman. And you conduct that hotel? 

Mrs. CoLTON. I conduct the hotel, yes, sir; and I have not been 
siunmoned here to-day. I have not been summoned, but I saw by 
the papers that some evidence which was not very favorable to me 
had gone in, and I thought it possible if I should appear before 
the board I might be allowed to speak. 

The Chairman. Certainly. 

Mrs. CoLTON. I would be very glad to answer any questions that 
you put to me, sir. 

The Chairman. You may make any statement that you desire 
to make to the committee. 

Mrs. CoLTON. I have only this statement to make, in justice to 
myself and to the house. It is this: I was left a widow there seven 
years ago, with four Uttle children. I consulted my captain, Capt. 
feurns, of the sixth precinct, who was the captain and wno has since 
died. I asked the captain, *' What do you advise me to do under the ex- 
isting conditions^" He said, ''Mrs. Colton, stay just where you are 
until your children are older and you are better able to prepare yourself 
and tnem for the battles of the world, and I am quite sure we wUl 
have no trouble with you." He says, '*I know that it is your desire 
and your intent always to do what is right and that you will do it." 
During all these years I have never had a pohce complaint — in fact, 
no complaint of any kind against me. Do you know of any record 
to that effect? — except when Sergt. Catts came in on one occasion 
and removed some people who he said were not married. I do 
not know that you even have any proof that those people were not 
married. I did not know the people. I do not mix with the world at 
aU. I do not know the inmates or the .class of people which were set 
loose by the Kenyon red-light bill. I do not know any of them, and 
if I took such people in, and they were objectionable, I did it with 
the very best possible intent. My intent was to do right. 

When I received a notice that these people had been taken out of 
the house I apphed at once for aid to tne district attorney. Mr. 
Wilson was then in ofl&ce, and he was so impressed with my story 
that he said he would go down before the boaid and testify in my 
behalf. I have forgotten his full name. He was then the district 
attorney. Mr. Laskey is now the district attorney. 

The Chairman. Do you conduct a bar in connection with your 
hotel? 

Mrs. Colton. AU of it, sir; yes, sir; aU of it. I also run a limch 
room for the lawyers and the judges at the City HaU. J am at the 
Tremont at aU hours except a few hours that it takes me to serve 
that limch room at the City Hall; and the lawyers and the judges 
there. About six or eight judges and the best part of the lawyers 
are there every day. 1 was selected out of a large number of appU- 
cants to go there and serve those limches because those people had 
no place to eat their midday meal without going up town to get it, 
and they could not spare the time to do that. 1 am at the Tremont 
House at aU times except the few hours that it takes me to serve that 
limch. 

The Chairman. How many rooms are there in your hotel ? 

Mrs. Colton. I have 52. 
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The Chairman. Have you had 52 rooms all the tune ? 

Mrs, CoLTON. Yes, sir. When the new law went into effect I had 
the rooms there without ever driving a nail to make the re(][iiired 
number, without maldn^ any alterations whatever in the building 
to comply with the new Taw. 

Senator Thompson. Fif tj-two bed rooms ? 

Mrs. CoLTON. Oh, yes, sir. 

The Chairman. That is all we care to ask, unless you wish to say 
something else. 

Mrs. CoLTON. I am here to answer any questions that you deem 
necessary, if you have any charges against me. 

The Chairman. You have answered all that has been said regard- 
ing your place. 

Mrs. CoLTON. If that is all that is necessary, may I be excused? 

The Chairman. Yes; you are excused. 

(The witness was thereupon excused.) 

TESTIMONY OF MB. WILLIAM H. EAMSET. 

(The witness was sworn by the chairman.) 

Senator Thompson. What is your full name? 

Mr. Ramsey. William H. Ramsey. 

Senator Thompson. Where do you live ? 

Mr. Ramsey. 813 Massachusetts Avenue NW. 

Senator Thompson. How long have you lived there or in that 
vicinity? 

Mr. Ramsey. Since 1907. 

Senator Thompson. How long have you lived in Washington? 

Mr. Ramsey. Twent y-s even years. 

Senator Thompson. What is your business ? 

Mr. Ramsey. I am an examiner of the Department of Justice. 

Senator Thompson. In the Department of Justice here? 

Mr. Ramsey. Yes, sir. 

Senator Thompson. ITou are a lawyer, then, I presume ? 

Mr. Ramsey. Yes, sir. 

Senator Thompson. Do you know anything about what has been 
referred to here as the Central Union Mission ? 

Mr. Ramsey. Yes, sir; I have been acquainted with the Central 
Union Mission for 27 years and a Uttle over. 

Senator Thompson. What kind of an organization is that and 
where do they conduct their meetings ? 

Mr. Ramsby. The meetings have been held for something more than 
21 years at No. 622 Louisiana Avenue NW. 

Senator Thompson. What kind of a place have they there ? 

Mr. Ramsey. The mission was organized and has been conducted 
for the purpose of holding religious services for the benefit, particu- 
larly, 01 people who do not attend church, and it has been conducted 
witn that one principle ever in view throughout its entire history of 
30 years. 

Senator Thompson. Regardless of denomination ? 

Mr. Ramsey. Regardless of denomination; yes, sir. We hold two 
religious services every day; four open religious services on Sunday. 
This is continued throughout the year, being a total of — ^well, I have 
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not figured it up, but something about 800 religious services a year, 
in that building, all of which are open to the public, besides gospel 
wagon meetings on the street, which have no relation to this question. 
Senator Thompson. What official position, if any, do you hold 
with that mission ? 
Mr. Ramsey. I amlbreasiner of the Central Union Mission. 

Senator Thompson. What kind of a building do they have, or place 
of meeting ? 

Mr. Ramsey. We have a six-story building, with two chapels, or 
rather, with one chapel and one large auditorium. Li connection 
with this work we have lodging rooms for people who come to the 
services or others who may be unfortunate and need such, and a 
dining room where they may obtain meals. 

Senator Thompson. At a nominal price, I presimae ? 

Mr. Ramsey. At a nominal price. The dining room is not re- 
stricted to lodgers or other persons who come in, neither is it con- 
ducted as a means of profit, as it is not rim at a profit. 

Senator Thompson. Has that been the place of worship for the 
Central Union Mission for the past 21 years ? 

Mr. Ramsey. Yes, sir. 

Senator Thompson. II has been established for that time, then, 
and running uninterruptedly ? 

Mr. Ramsey. Uninterruptedly for more than 21 years at this 
place. 

Senator Thompson. What is the situation relative to saloons in 
that community? 

Mr. Ramsey. There formerly was a number of saloons in that 
community, but most of them moved away prior to the first of last 
November. The man across the street left and Mr. Howes left. 
There remains one saloon on Sixth Street between C Street and 
Louisiana Avenue, conducted by a man — I beUeve his name is Daly. 
I think that is the name. 

Senator Thompson. About how far away from the mission is that ? 

Mr. Ramsey. Between 300 and 400 feet. I can not give you the 
exact measurement. 

Senator Thompson. It is on the same side of the street ? 

Mr. Ramsey. In that same block with us. 

Senator Thompson. Have you seen the measurements taken and 
do you faiow 

Mr. Ramsey. I have not seen the measurements taken, but I 
stepped it off myself. I take a 30-inch step, and I stepped it off 
myself; but it was held actually that they were in the 400-ioot limit. 

Senator Thompson. There never has been any contention that 
you know of, has there, that it is farther than 400 feet ? 

Mr. Ramsey. Not that I know of. We wrote to the excise board 
calling their attention to this bar and to several bars in Georgetown 
which are within 400 feet of our branch in Georgetown, which has 
been established for a number of years at the comer of Thirtieth and 
M Streets, and in answer to our letter we have this letter, over the 
signature of Col. Smith, stating that the Central Union Mission is 
not a place of religious worship within the meaning of the excise law. 

Senator Thompson. Before leaving this matter tnat you have men- 
tioned as to that being a place of worship that has been maintained 
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for 21 years, I will ask you whether there are any other saloons within 
400 feet of it? 

Mr. Ramsey. Not at the present time, that I know of. The others 
moved away. 

Senator Thompson. What is the situation in Qeoi^etown at the 
mission there. How long has it been established; and have you a 
house there where rehgious worship takes placet 

Mr. Ramsey. We have a rented room. There may be some ques- 
tion of law as to whether that is a house of rehgious worship. It is a 
rented room which we have occupied continuously for, I think, some 
half dozen years or more — since a long time prior to the passage of 
the excise law. To my knowledge, there are two, and I nave been 
told three, bars within 400 feet of that place. I measured that in 
my own way of stepping it off in regard to two of them. They are 
on the north side of M Street between Thirtieth and Thirty-first. 

The Chairman. Do you wish this letter from Gen. Smith made a 
part of the record ? 

Mr. Ramsey. I do. 

(The letter referred to is here printed in full as follows:) 

Excise Board for the District op Columbia, 

Wdshington, November 5, 1914. 
Dear Sir: Referring to your communication dated November 3, in which you 
invite the attention of the excise board to the proximity of certain barrooms to your 
mission building, and the fact that licensee were granted in cases cited, in considering 
these cases the excise board did not and does not view the Central Union Mission as 
a house of religious worship within the meaning of the excise law and for this reason 
has not felt compelled to refuse on that account the applications of the persons named. 
Respectfully, 

R. G. Smith, Chairman. 
Mr. Jackson A. Winner, 

Secretary Central Union Missiony 622 Louisiana Avenue NW. 

The Chaibman. I did not hear the first part of your testimony. 
Did you testify as to the purposes for which the house in which you 
conduct your ceremonies was organized? Have you testified as to 
the purposes for which it is used outside of religious purposes, if any! 

Mr. Kamsey. I have testified as to that. We have dormitones 
for lodgers who attend the religious services. We have a dinii^ 
room ^ere persons may obtain meals for a nominal price, which is 
conducted practically at a loss. The income from the dining room 
and the income from the lodging all goes into the general expenses 
of the conducting of the institution, and besides that we use four or 
five thousand dmlars per year from general contributions from the 
pubUc. 

The Chaibman. Is there any business conducted there unconnected 
with t^ie purposes of the mission ? 

Mr. Ramsey. There is not. 

The Chairman. Who governs that mission ? 

Mr. Ramsey. The mission is governed by a board of directors se- 
lected from the various sections of the city. Our constitution pro- 
vides that not less than four religious denominations shall be repre- 
sented on our board of directors. 

The Chairman. Do you desire to make any further statement} 

Mr. Ramsey. No, sir. 

(The witness was thereupon excused.) 
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TESTIMOITT OF ME. WILTOH J. LAMBEET. 

(The witness duly sworn by the chairman.) 

The CShaibman. rerhaps it is proper to state that the chairman of 
the committee smnmoned Mr. Lambert to appear here. As he is 
an attorney connected with some of the matters about which he is to 
be interrogated I deem it proper to make the statement, in order 
that it may appear on the record, that he did not come here of his 
own accord. 

Mr. L^imbert, what connection have you had with any proceedings 
with reference to the saloons conducted, by Carr and Wardell ? 

Mr. Lambert. Those are two saloons just west of Thirty-sixth and 
M Streets. One is conducted by Mr. WardeU; that is the easterly 
one; the one next to the Washington & Old Dominion Co.'s station, 
and the one west of that is conducted by Mr. P. F. Carr. They have 
been conducting saloons there for some time. 

Under this new excise law it is provided (par. 10, p. 4) (reading) : 

No saloon, barroom, or wholesale liquor business shall be licensed, maintained, or 
allowed in tne territory west of the following lines: The westerly line of the fire limits 
as now established from its southerly limits to where the same intersects with the mile 



Umit of the Soldiers' Home, thence westerly and northerly along the said mile limit 
until the same intersects with Kansas Avenue, thence along Kansas 
intersection with the northern boundary of the District of Columbia. 



The effect of that was considered by the railway company to be to 
exclude all territory west of Thirty-fifth Street from being available for 
Uquor licenses; that is to say, " the westerly line of the fire limits as 
now established/' as it is expressed in the act, meant at that time — 
March 4, 1913, the date of the approval of this act — the west side of 
Thirty-fifth Street from Water Street, or the river, up to P Street; 
so that anything west of Thirty-fifth Street would have been in the 
prohibited zone. 

On the 20th, or about the 20th, of March following the passage of 
the act, a petition was filed with the then District Commissioners 
asking that the fire limits be extended from Thirty-fifth Street to 
Thirty-seventh Street. 

Under the tei^ms of the act no saloon could be Ucensed by the 
excise board within the prohibited area after November 1, 1914. 
Some time along in the summer or fall it was brought to my atten- 
tion that this extension of the fire limits had been imdertaken to be 
secured, and I was also advised by the poUce department that Messrs. 
Carr and Wardell contended that that was sufficient to protect them 
against the effect of this act. They were taking the position that the 
word *'now" as used in the act as to the fire limits must be taken to 
speak as of July 1, 1913, and not as of the time when the words were 
used, and that therefore by giving this extension in the interim be- 
tween March 4 and July 1 they nad been enabled to nullify that 
provision of the Act. 

The railway company was very much annoyed by it, because they 
had instructed me to use every effort to try to eliminate those saloons 
because of the ^eat injury which they claimed resulted, and the 
annoyance of their patrons, and the disorder aroimd the terminal sta-. 
tion, and the temptation also of employees and motormen and con- 
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ductors to get liquor there and subsequently precipitate accidents 
when they got out on the line. 

I called upon the excise board some time in October, I think it was, 
and asked them to give us a hearing on the proposition, stating that 
this information had come to my attention, and that I thought the 
law was so clear and distinct and so complete in itself in connection 
with this provision as to not granting licenses in that territory, that 
upon a consideration of it there ought not to be any two thoughts in 
regard to it; that no subterfuge, such as the extension of the fire limits, 
under these conditions ought to prevail. The board told me that 
they did not care to give any hearmg. 

The board further said that they had taken the matter up with one 
of the assistant corporation counsel, and had had a consiaeration of 
the matter at which Mr. Shoemaker, attorney for the Anti-Saloon 
League, had been present, and that they were decidedly of the opinion 
that they had the right to grant Ucenses out in that territory if they 
wanted to. 

I thereupon advised the railway company of what I had learned 
in my call upon the Excise Board, and the president of the railway 
company, Mr. Colin H. Livingstone, held a conference with the other 
officers, and then wrote this letter to the Excise Board which was 
transmitted, I think, the same day it was written. It is dated 
October 23, 1914, and reads as follows (reading): 

October 23, 1914. 
To the honorable Excise Board op the District of Columbia. 

Gentlemen : In the interest of the welfare and safety of its patrons the Washington 
& Old Dominion Railway desires to protest against the continuance or the granting of 
any license for the ensuing license year to the establishments now being conducted at 
3603 M Street NW., by Mr. James W. Wardell, and 3605 M Street NW., by Mr. Patrick 
Carr, or to any other perLon or firm in close proximity to its passenger terminal located 
at Thirty-sixth and M Streets NW. 

This company handles, through its said passenger terminal, the suburban passenger 
traffic of nearby Virginia, amounting to several thousand passengers daily, a large wirt 
of which is made up of women and children-^veral hundred school children traveling 
alone being among ihe number. We submit that an^r retail liquor establishment in 
the vicinity of this passenger terminal is a distinct detriment to the entire community, 
a discomfort and serious source of danger to the thousands of ^rsons who use this 
terminal daily in going to and from the city, and a thing which in the interest of the 
common welfare sfiould not be permitted to exist. 

In addition to the welfare of our patrons who must themselves and their children 
use said terminal daily^ and whom we are informed have filed with your honorable 
board vigorous protests m this matter, going into detail as to the seriously detrimental 
conditions caused by the existence of tifie saloons referred to, especially as regards the 
thousands of women and children who are daily subjected to these conditions, we beg 
to submit that this company's employees who operate the trains in and out of the 
terminal at Thirty-sixth and M Streets, and in whose hands the lives of these patrons 
are necessarily placed, are by the existence of these saloons subjected to a temptation 
which should not exist and which adds a serious element of risk to the life and limb 
which should not in any manner be legalized. 

We feel tiat the consideration of public welfare and risk of life and limb involved 
should cause your honorable board to decline to issue any license in the vicinity 
described. 

Under advice of counsel we further insist that your honorable board is without 
jurisdiction to grant licenses to the establishments or in the vicinity in question, as 
under the excise law now in effect, it is provided that ^No saloon, barroom or wholesale 
liquor business shall be licensed, maintained, or allowed in the territory west of the 
following lines: 

The westerly line of the fire limits as now established from its southern limits to 
where the same intersects with the mile limit of the Soldier's Home, thence westerly 
and northerly along said mile limit imtil the same intersects with Kansas Avenue; 
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thence along Kansas Avenue to its intersection with the northern, boundary of the 
District of Columbia/ 

This law was approved on March 4, 1913, and the "now" unquestionably refers to 
that date. At the time the law was approved the fire limits extended onl^ to Thirty- 
fifth Street NW., and it seems that in order to circumvent the effect of this law appli- 
cation was made by one of the saloon keepers, or both of thein, on March 20, 1913, for 
extension of the me limits from Thirty-fiMi Street to a point west c^ Thirty-sixth 
Street NW., so as to take in the two saloons referred to. Tnis, however, could not be 
operative as against the law approved on March 4, 1913. 

If there should be any doubt about this matter and our interpretation of the law in 
connection therewith, we urge in the interest of the welfare of the community that you 
have the mattw referred throi:^ the commission's to the corporation counsel for an 
opinion, as it is our desire to have the matter fairly and carefully considered and ex- 
amined in reference to its legal phases, if possible, by the officials of the District of 
Columbia, rather than to resort to the courts for any adjudication of the matter. 
Respectfully submitted, 

Colin H. Liyingstonb, Prmdent. 

That letter was sent, but I am advised that no answer was ever 
received, nor any recognition made of it. Certainly, none ever came 
to me, and I was advised by Mr. Livingstone that nothing had been 
received in reply to it by the railroad company. 

After waiting frcnn the 23d of October mitil the 30th of October, 
we received information that r^ardless of any statements in the let- 
ter the board was going to grant these appUcations, which we were 
advised were backed up by two of the largest breweries in Washington. 

Thereupon, on the 30th day of October we filed in the District 
Supreme Court a biU to enjoin the board from undertaking to issue 
these Ucenses, setting forth the law in full, and our ideas in connection 
therewith, and all the actions that had been taken, and ateo the let- 
ter to which we had received no response. Licenses under the law 
were not eUgible to issue until November 1, 1914. We filed this 
apj^cation on October 30. The bill, when presented to the court, 
received the usual consideration. The court issued a rule directing 
the excise board to show cause by a day named therein why it should 
not be enjoined from issuing these licenses. That rule was served on 
the same day, I believe, on which it was issued, and on the day for 
the hearing on the rule the excise board came in, through Assistant 
Corporation Counsel Stephens, with an answer to the rule, in which 
they stated that on the 29th day of October they had among them- 
selves talked over these applications and had decided that they were 
going to issue them, notwithstanding the protests or the law, and 
that nothing remained except the ministerial act of issuing them; and 
in view of tne fact that the court had issued this rule they had issued 
these Ucenses on condition that they should be subject to whatever 
ruling the court might make as to their power to issue them. The 
licenses therefore went out in the face of the rule to show cause and 
in the face of the bill for injunction. 

Hearings have been had in the court in reference to that, and the 
case is now concluded. I shall not go into that except to state 
that the only question which the court has asked counsel to file 
briefs upon is the question of whether or not injunction is the proper 
remedy or whether there should be, coexistent with it, a petition for 
certiorari to quash the action of the board in imdertaking to issue 
a Ucense. In addition to those protests filed by the railway com- 
pany, other protests were filed by a great many citizens of Alexan- 
dria Coimty and people using this road, and hearings were asked for 
by them. I think that is about all I know about this particular case. 
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I have here the stenographic record of the testimony taken before 
the District Supreme Court, covering about seven volmnes. A large 
amount of testunony was there adduced on both sides, undertaking to 
show the character of saloons. Testimony was taken on behalf of the 
railway company and on behalf of the respondents. 
' The Chairman. Did the board say anyiihing about considering 
themselves functus officio in acting on the matter ? 

Mr. Lambert. Oh, yes. When the hearing on the rule to show 
cause came up on its merits the court granted an injimction. Judge 
McCoy granted an injxmction on the hearing of the rule to show 
cause, enjoining the excise board from changing the status quo in any 
way, or attempting to make any diflference in the situation before a 
final hearing. They directed themselves principally to the theory 
that, while they had undertaken to issue these licenses in the face 
of a rule to show cause, they had been issued, as the excise board 
claimed, conditionally on the court's acting adversely. 

The hearing came up on its merits about three or four weeks ago, 
and it occupied a good number of days in the trial. At that time 
the excise board came in and answered, not by an answer at all, 
but through Mr. Stephens, the assistant corporation counsel, filed a 
naotion to dismiss on the ground that the equity court had no juris- 
diction to consider the matter; that the matter ought to be dealt with 
through the law courts. 

They fiurther took the position that the act of Congress, which I 
hold in my hand, in which there is a provision as to how saloon 
licensees shall be punished in case they violate the law, should govern; 
that is, this section which says that violations of the provisions of this 
act shall be taken into the poUce court and there tried. They argued 
that we could not go into the court to have a proceeding tested on 
equitable grounds or hj the injunction process, but that our remedy 
must be confined to going into the pohce court and asking the cor- 
poration counsel to issue an information and to prosecute these 
saloon licensees. 

I do not think the court agreed with that view at all, for the act 
on its face makes it impossiDle for a citizen to have an adequate 
remedy in a situation of this kind, because it says that if a person 
sees or beUeves that a saloon is being illegally conducted in any way, 
he shall apply to the corporation coimsel, who shall issue a warrant, 
but it does not give the citizen himself any right to prosecute, 
or go in and get his hearing in court. If the corporation counsel 
should see fit not to agree with the contention of the citizen, he would 
not be in a position to push his own rights. 

That one element was taken up and the suggestion was made that the 
board, having on the 29th day oi October a^eed to issue these licenses, 
that might be considered to terminate then* power, because after they 
had once agreed to issue a Hcense, the view they took was that it became 
simply an act of ministerial duty on the part of the assessor to issue 
the paper. But the assistant corporation counsel did not undertake 
. to take the position that the board might not have power, even it 
they had voted among themselves before the 1st of ^November that 
they would approve tne appUcation; that they could not undertake 
to require any such action. I do not recall that he took the position 
absolutely in any way that it made them functus officio. It may 
be it was simply suggested in the course of the procedure that that 
might be an element to be considered. 
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Senator Jones. The corporation coiinsers ofl&ce^ which is made the 
legal executor of this law, seems to be in the position of attempting 
to defeat it? 

Mr. Lambert. The corporation counsel has fought very vigor- 
ously in this case to maintain the position that this was not a pro- 
hibited area; in other words, that tne commissioners could, after the 
passage of the act, extend the fire limits. My position was that if 
they could do it for one square they could have done it as to the 
entu-e district. 

The Chairman. Do you know what brewing interests, if any, were 
back of these applications ? 

Mr. Lambert. The Heurich Brewing Co. is interested in one and 
the Albert Carry Brewing Co. is the one interested in the other. I 
might say I do not know whether that is Albert Carry or the National 
Camtal. I beUeve it is called the National Capital jBrewing Co. 

The Chairman. You saw but one? What one? 

Mr. Lambert. Mr. Carr, I think it is; Mr. Carr that is in some way 
connected with the Heurich Co., and Mr. Wardell, with the National 
Capital Brewing Co. I might say further that we originally made 
only the Excise Board defendants, but after these proceedings were 
filed, as soon as the rules were issued and the matter became at 
issue — about at issue — Mr. Rossa F. Downing, counsel for Mr. Wardell, 
filed an application — and I think Mr. Alexander Bell was with him, 
too— to be allowed to intervene and defend on behalf of Mr. Wardell, 
individually. Mr. Carr, through Leon Tobriner, who represents the 
Heurich company, petitioned to be allowed to intervene. Mr. Bell 
represents the National Capital Brewing Co. Mr. Levi Cooke also 

X«ted to have the privilege of appearing and filing a brief and 
g part in the trial as amicus curiae, as representative of the 
hquor dealers, either retail or wholesale, I do not know which. The 
requests of all these gentlemen were acceded to, so that when the 
trial came off the defense was conducted by counsel for both of the 
saloon keepers, by the assistant corporation coxmsel, Mr. Stephens, 
and by Mr. Cooke, and also bv one of the coimsel representing the 
owners of the property in which Mr. Wardell has nis saloon. I 
beUeve that is owned by the National Capital Brewing Co. My 
recollection is that that is stated in the record. I think that is all. 

(The witness was thereupon excused.) 

The Chairman. The committee desires to state that since the 
opening of the proceedings this morning the excise board has filed 
a written reply to the testimony of certam witnesses who have here- 
tofore appeared. I also note that Gen. Smith is present now. 

I will ask the committee if we shall now read tnis communication 
from the excise board? 

Senator Jones. Does not the excise board desire to make any 
oral presentation before the committee ? 

The Chairman. Do you desire to make an oral statement. General ? 

Mr. Smith. No; if that is satisfactory to you it is satisfactory to us. 

The Chairman. Do you desire to have this read now or just 
incorporated in the record? 

Mr. Smith. To have it incorporated in the report of the proceedings. 

The Chairman. Very well; we wiU have the reply incorporated. 

Senator Jones. I should Uke to ask Gen. Smith who prepared this 
statement? 
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Mr. Smith. The three of us, during the evening last evening- 
afternoon and evening — and this morning. 

Senator Jones. Ana this is the unanimous statement of the board! 

Mr. Smith. And so signed. 

Senator Jones. And is to be considered as given under oath! 

Mr. Smith. Yes, sir. I would state that each of the members has 
already been sworn, and that is a part of their statement. 

(The statement referred to is here printed in full as follows) : 

EXCIMS BOABD FOR THE DISTRICT OP COLUMBIA, 

WdsMngUm, March 1, 1915. 
The honorable the Special CommiUee of the United States Senate on Investigation of the 

Conduct of the Excise Board of the District of Columbia. 

Sirs: The excise board submits this rather brief reply to the testimony of certain 
witnesses given before your committee in the hearing whic)]^ is now being conducted 
before it. Lack of time has prevented the answer from being as full as the board 
would like it to be. The latter half of the testimony was not submitted to the board 
until yesterday and some of it not until yesterday evening, that of Friday afternoon. 

The testimony of Mr. Andrew Wilson, president of the Anti-Saloon Leagio, proves 
but one fact, namely, that on some occasions the excise board, the omcialbody 
appointed to admtnLster the law, placed upon that law an intei|»retation differing from 
that of the Anti-Saloon League, an imofficial body not charged with the administra- 
tion of the law. The board, in every such instance where the opinion of the league's 
representatives was made taiown to it, gave it full consideration before detenninlng 
that it was not correct. 

Because the board, in adopting its rules and regulations, in some degree did not 
follow tfie excise law "according to the views of the attorney for the Anti-Saloon 
League,'* in which views Mr. mlson concurs, it certainly can not be held that on 
that account the board was wrong. 

On page 40 is found the text of a letter addressed to the excise board by the attorney 
for the Anti-Saloon League. The letter is dated September 25, 1913. This letter 
sets forth various erroneous opinions as shown in the reply of the excise board, dated 
September 26, 1913. (See pp. 41-42.) The board stands by its opinions as expressed 
in that reply. 

Mr. Wilson states in his testimony that on a few occasions he sent letters to the 
excise boajrd which were not replied to. The board wishes to make it plain that on 
every occasion when Mr. Wilson wrote a letter over his name as nresident of the 
Anti-Saloon League, he received a courteous and prompt reply. On one occasion 
he addressed to the board a commimication which was so insulting that the exdse 
board could not so undignify itself as to reply to it. It was, in fact, as Senator Jones 
has said, "one of the most insulting lettere which could be sent to an administrative 
body." As such, the board felt justified in ignoring it. 

With reference to the two or three other letters to which Mr. Wilson claims to have 
received no reply, they were simply letters of protest written in his cajjacity as an 
individual property owner. The board has not made a practice of replying in extended 
fai^ion to letters of this sort, but notices of hearin£;8 were sent to all who registered such 

Protests, Mr. Wilson among them, announcing the date of hearing upon the cases in 
ispute. At these hearings all protestants were heard and their testimony duly 
considered. 

Mr. Wilson appears to believe that whenever an applicant was refused by the board 
it was due to the efforts of the Anti-Saloon League (p. 65). The board believes there 
is no foundation for any such conclusion. 

However, nothing of any moment has been testified to by Mr. Wilson. He offers 
many statements, many opinions, and much hearsay evidence, but does nothing to 
substantiate any charge or inference. 

Beginning on page 68 and terminating on page 69 is a discussion of a laige fee paid 
to Joseph C. Sheehy by an applicant for transfer of his barroom license. Inferences 
have been drawn that the board shared in this and other large fees. Your committee, 
in its questioning, has certainly endeavored to establish the truth of such inferences, 
but without avail. No amount of investigation will prove that there has ever been 
collusion of any sort between the members of the board, individually ot collectively, 
and any person in any manner in any case coming under its jurisdiction. The board 
can not be too emphatic in this statement. What arrangements were made between 
Mr. Sheehy and Mr. McCarthy, in the Evans Building transfer case, or between 
attorney and client in any other case, were of a purely private nature and of no concOTi 
to the excise board. 
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Mr. Shoemaker produces certain information in connection with the application for 
renewal of barroom license at the Ebbitt House, in which he refers to evidence pre- 
sented before the board by a Mr. Thomas Wood, ^'who was a former employee of the 
Ebbitt House." The board believes it is only proper to state that the witness in ques- 
tion had not been emplojred at the establishment mentioned for more than two years 
previous to the date of his testimony, or more than a year before the present excise 
board came into office. Attention is invited to the testimony of George F. Schutt as 
to this witness. It will be noted that Mr. Wood's testimony was not substantiated as 
to essential particulars, nor by any events which have transpired in the Ebbitt House 
since that time; also that his testimony appeared to be that of a person mov^ by, to 
say the least, the retaliatory spirit of a discharged employee. 

Further on Mr. Shoemaker relates that in conversation with members of the excise 
board the chairman said to him, '^I give no attention to that evidence. It has no 
weight with me whatever. '* Mr. Baker is reported to have said: "Amen! Amen!" 
Although it be admitted that these remarks were made to Mr. Shoemaker on the day 
after the hearing, what imputations can be laid against those responsible for them? 
Surely it will be admitted that members of the excise board have the right to state in 
what regard they shall hold whatever evidence is presented before them. 

Mr. Shoemaker in his testimony (p. 76) states as follows: 

'' If I ever became convinced that the members of the board were grafting, receiv- 
ing any part of the money paid to these attorneys, I should stop appearing before 
them." 

The board takes it that his continued presence before it is an admission on his part 
that the members of the board are not and never were "grafting" such money, not- 
withstanding his apparent readiness to set forth to your committee impressions as to 
"collections"' being taken up for at least one member of the board. 

Some of Mr. Shoemak^'s testimony might lead one to believe that the board in- 
tended to maintain great secrecy in all of its proceedings. The contrary is true. 
Hearings were held on all applications, no restriction was placed upon witness, full 
opportunity was given to the attorney for the Anti-Saloon L^tgue to present hb case, 
and the bosurd was most patient in listening to testimony sometimes not wholly germane 
to the subject under consideration. This was for the purpose of arriving at a fair 
conclusion. 

Mr. Shoemaker refers to certain petitions presented by citizens of Anacostia and others 
of the fifth and ninth police precincts calling upon the excise board to declare these 
respective sections dry territory. The board believes that its jurisdiction did not 
compr^end such an action on its part. ' Congress could easily have provided that sue h 
sections should be dry, and in the absence of such provision the board felt called upon 
to deny the request of the petitioners and limited its action in conformity to the ex- 
cise law to individual places. 

In answer to a question by Senator Jones, Mr. Shoemaker stated that saloons were 
apparently placed near Jackson Alley for the purpose of getting the alley trade. The 
board woula ask the committee to refer to the testimony of the chairman of the board 
concerning the character of the trade in the barrooms referred to. Inirestigation dis- 
closed that not one of the barrooms now located in that vicinity caters to tne inhab- 
itants of Jackson Street. While the police reports set forth that Jackson Street is 
inhabited by a low class of colored people, they also indicate that it can not be con- 
sidered a slum. 

On page 99, Mr. Shoemaker, replving to a question of Senator Thompson, stated that 
the board took the provision of the law relating to the number of barrooms to be located 
in the District after November 1, 1914, to mean *'that there must be 300 licenses.'' 
The board has never held that there rmLst be 300 licenses in the District. It would 
again invite the committee's attention to the testimony of the chairman of the excise 
board in connection with this feature of the law. 

In regard to the testimony of Lieut. John E. Catts with reference to the Grand Hotel, 
attention is invited to the transcripts of the heariims, and in that of the Tremont the 
board directs special attention to the fact that Mr. Clarence Wilson, then United States 
district attorney, appeared in^person before the excise board and testified to the "very 
excellent character " of the proprietress and to his own experiences as district attorney 
with the cases referred to by Lieut. Catts. The same references may be made as to 
the testimony of Detective Howes. The testimony of the board's chairman may like- 
wise be read in connection with the statements of the two officers before the committee. 

The barroom objected to by Dr. John T. Cole, and of which Timothy Hanlon is the 
proprietor, was licensed at its present location by the excise board, which in so doing 
violated no provision of the law which it administers. 

With reference to the remark^ of the Rev. Dr. Randall the board can only say that 
all the evidence adduced at the hearing on Mr. 'Donoghue's application was prop- 
84513»— 8. Doc. 981, 63-5 22 
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erly considered, and the board views its gta,nt of the license as just. Exaggerated 
statements are very common at such hearings as the present one, and Dr. Randall is 
among those who delight in uttering them. 

The committee in its examination of the record of the hearing on api>lication made 
by the Grand Hotel Co. will no doubt observe the difference in the attitude assumed 
by Lieut. Sprinkle at tiiat hearing, where he was cross-examined, and that maintained 
before it at the present hearing. 

There is nothing in the testimony of Mr. Louis Bush that calls for contradiction by 
the board. Like other witnesses who would willingly condemn it, he offers only 
what he has been told and tells only what he thinks. He proves nothing nor does he 
reveal anything. 

Other witnesses, particularly the Rev. Dr. MacMurray, are most liberal with their 
opinions. The excise board has studied with diligence and care the provisions of 
ike excise law, and does not believe that Congress intended the opinion of a protestant 
to take precedence over that of the board. To say that their contrary opinions prove 
the board culpable would be the height of injustice. 

Owing to the brief time allowed the board in making its reply, it has had to omit 
many points of importance to itself. There have been no direct chaises lodged against 
the board, and it is very difficult to be placed in the position of having to make reply 
to inferences and individual opinions alone. There nas been no case proved against 
the board and it can not very well undertake to disprove what has not been proved. 

With regard to measurements made by the boara, it stands by its position as set 
fortli in the statement appearing in the record (pp. 23 to 27). A plat, drawn by the 
surveyor and filed with the excise board, accompanies this statement and establishes 
the distance between the nearest entrance to the barroom of John F. Schriner and that 
of the New York Avenue Presbyterian Church as being over 400 feet. Under the 
former excise board this barroom was licensed for several years, though the law on 
the question was the very same as at present. 

There have been two main classes of witnesses presented by the committee, the 
one, namely, representatives or members of an organization opposed to all saloon^ 
and the other disappointed privilege seekers. One class seeks to condemn the board 
for granting certain licenses — ^in fact, all applications were opposed by this body— 
and the other class wishes to convict it because it has refused certain licenses. 

The first class has succeeded in showinj? nothing that was not already known. Its 
opinion was not always accepted as valid by an official body which has a perfect 
nght to disagree. The other class has established nothing. 

The committee has in its possession the records of hearings in cases referred to by 
the police, which were duly considered by the board and jfiterwards honestly acted 
upon. 

The board again states that sufficient time has not been given it to prepare such an 
imswer as it would like. It has been able to do nothing but point out some flagrant 
errors in some of the testimony given. Many things which it might have said because 
of lack of time must be left unsaid. 
Respectfully submitted. 

R. G. Smith, Chairman. 
Henry S. Baker, 
Cotter T. Bride, 
Excise Board for the District of Columbia, 

The Chairman. The excise board wish some questions asked of 
Mr. Andrew Wilson and Mr. Shoemaker. They have put those ques- 
tions in writing and submitted them to the conmiittee. 

Before I put those questions to Mr. Wilson we wiU hear Mr. Gardiner, 
who is here, and who wants to ^et away. We will examine him now, 
and then we will put the questions that the excise board wish to be 
asked of Mr. Wilson and Mr. Shoemaker. M^. Gardiner, will you be 
sworn 1 

TESTIMOITT OF MB. W. OWTITir OABDIITEB. 

(The witness was sworn by the chairman.) 

The Chairman. Will you state your name % 

Mr. Gardineb. W. Gwynn Gardiner. 

The Chairman. And wnat is your calling ) 

Mr. Gardiner. I am a lawyer. That is^ I am a member of the bar. 
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The Chairman. Where is your office ? 

Mr. Gakdinee. In the Woodward Buildings situated at Fifteenth 
and H Streets NW. 

The Chairman. Have you had any connection with the Kaftery 
case? 

Mr. Gardiner. Yes; I appeared for the owner of the property on 
both sides of the proposed Duilding to be occupied as a saloon by 
Mr. Raftery, Judge Luke C. Strider. 

The Chairman. What Raftery is this; what is his name, and 
what is the location t 

Mr. Gardiner. The place is located at Fifth and H Streets NE., 
the northwest comer. The saloon faced practically on H Street 
and Fifth Street. I do not know the number, but it faced on H 
'Street and Fifth Street, and Judge Strider owned two houses on 
Fifth Street adjoining this buUdii^, and two houses on H Street 
adjoining the building, and I represented him. 

The Chairman. Please tell us what you know about that case f 

Mr. Gardiner. I sought to prevent the license being issued oii 
the ground that it would injure his property; and Mr. Shoemaker 
was there also and Mr. Sheehy was representing Mr. Raftery. Mr. 
Sheehy and Mr. Keane were there, I think. I have not thought of 
this since, but I think it was Mr. Keane — ^Mike Keane. During the 
testimony it developed that he had made application across the 
street on H Street some time before that, ana there had been a 
protest started by a resident in the neighborhood, I think by a 
merchant tailor. I think his name was Fitzgibbons. 

The Chairman. Fitzsimmons. 

Mr. Gardiner. Fitzsimmons; that is it; and Mr. Raftery was 
asked while on the stand if he had not paid some money to Mr. Fitz- 
simmons; if he did not know something about that protest when 
he appeared before. He said that he did not, but ne admitted 
there was such a protest, and that he had paid $100 to Mr. Fitz- 
simmons not to present it. That is the substance of it. The exact 
situation I do not remember, but I know the excise board gave us 
an opportunity to ^et this gentleman there, and he did appear and 
testified about it, that he had received $100 from Mr. Rafferty. 

Mr. Messenger. Is that name Raflferty or Raftery ? 

Mr. Gardiner. Rafiferty, I think. That is the only day I ever 
saw him. I think his name is Rafferty. 

The thing that struck me most, as I remember, about the matter 
was that during the argument Mr. Sheehy, who represented Mr. 
Rafferty, made the contention that the board should not consider 
the testimony of Mr. Fitzsimmons, or whatever his name is, because 
he should be in the penitentiary — a man who would accept a bribe — 
and should not be considered at all. I said that I agreed with the 
aimmient of counsel on the other side, but I thought we should 
include Mr. Rafferty also; that I thought they should be on the 
same par; that the man who ^ave the bribe and the man who 
accepted it should be treated alike. Cotter T. Bride was one of the 
members of the excise board, and he said, ''I agree with you, sir. I 
think that is right." They refused that license, but I saw after- 
wards they had issued a license to Mr. Rafferty in the same block. 
That is really all I know about it, except the chairman of the board 
was very much offended at me, iq)parently, because I was so vigorous 
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in my protest. He became oflFended, and I told him that if my en- 
deavor to protect my client's interests was oflFensive to him, I would 
sit down and not say anything more, which I did. 

The Chairman. 'That is all. That will do, Mr. Gardiner. 

(The witness was thereupon excused.) 

Mr. Gardiner. Thank you, sir. 

The Chairman. Now, Mr. Wilson, will you take the stand ? 

TESTIMOITT OF MB. AITDBEW WIISOXT (Resumed). 

The Chairman. Mr. Wilson, I desire, at the request of the excise 
board, to ask you somequestions which they have submitted in writiog. 
You are Mr. Andrew Wilson, president of the Anti-Saloon League ? , 

Mr. Wilson. I am, Mr. Chairman. . 

The Chairman. You testified here the other day? 

Mr. Wilson. I did. 

The Chairman. The first question is: Do you believe that the ex- 
excise board, or any member of the excise board, has accepted any 
money at any time from any person interested in the conduct of a 
case falling within their jurisdiction ? 

Mr. Wilson. That is, m my opinion ? 

The Chairman. That is the question. 

Mr. Wilson. Yes; I do. 

The Chairman. The excise board further wish you to answer this 
question: Do you beUeve that any member of the excise board has 
accepted or received any other consideration imder similar circum- 
stances ? That is, any other consideration. Look at the two ques- 
tions in writing, and then you will catch them better. [Handing 
paper to the witness.] 

Mr. Wilson. I do not know about that. I do not know about the 
other. I have my opinions and I have my reasons for my opinions. 

The Chairman. The question is, ''Do you believe?" 

!&•. Wilson. Yes; I do. 

The Chairman. The next question is, Do you believe that there 
has been any other consideration besides money? 

Mr. Wilson. Yes. 

The (Chairman. Now, note the last question there, which is: Upon 
what facts do you base your belief? Now, tell us? 

Mr. Wilson. About the first week in September, 1914, Mr. Wfl- 
liam H. Manogue, in company with Mr. Arthur G. Bishop, came to 
my office and told me that they had information that one Patrick 
McDonald, on Pennsylvania Avenue SE., had paid or agreed to pay 
$19,500 for the piece of property for wiiich he was applying for a 
transfer of license; that Mr. John F. Donohue either owned or con- 
trolled the property itself, and that the purchase price on the prop- 
erty was $5,200; that a bar was to be put in, and if the transfer was 
granted this man was to pay $19,500. 

This question has been Drought out in this way, so that I am going 
to tell this. 

Mr. Manogue told me that he had been in commimication witii Mr. 
Bride, and tne request was made that I should go to Senator Jones 
and ask Senator Jones if he did not believe imder the circumstances 
it would be proper to have a resolution introduced in the Senate ask- 
ing for an investigation of the excise board. I gent for Mr. Cotto* 
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T. Bride. He came to my office, and Mr. Bride related substantially 
the same things iJiat Mr. Manogue had said to me. 

I think pernaps if I should look up my letter books I could fix 
the date of what I am going to teU, but it was about the first 
week of September when I came one morning to the Capitol. After 
my conference with Mr. Bride I called up Senator Jones and got ISfr. 
Davis, his secretary, and he made an appointment for me with 
Senator Jones for 9.30 o'clock the next morning. I went to Senator 
Jones's office at that time. Senator Jones was detained uptown 
for a little time, but he did get to his office just at 10 o'dock, and 
after a brief conference I went away. I told the Senator that in 
view of what had been done in the appointment of Mr. Sheehy, and 
such connection as I did have with it — ^because I was called to the 
White House with regard to it — ^I was going to write to the President 
and put myself straiSit in the matter, ana I gave him the substance 
of what I thought I would write to the President. Senator Jones 
said that he thought this did show the need of an investigation and 
that the President ought to have an opportunity to make such 
investigation and to apply such measures as he deemed necessary: 
that the attitude that he had taken so far as the appointment ot 
members of the board was concerned, referring specifically to Mr* 
Lord's case, was that when the President ascertained what the facts 
were he withdrew the nomination, and he thought it would be wise 
to pursue that course and not have an investigation by the Senate. 
Senator Jones further said that imder all the crrcumstances it might 
be wise for me to have a conference— oh, I stated to Senator Jones 
that I did not know whether I could reach the President easily or 
not, and then the su^estion, I think, was made that perhaps it would 
be wise to have a conference with Secretary Bryan. 

I went back to my office and called up Cotter T. Bride, and he came 
to my office and I told him the substance ojf the conversation I had 
had with Senator Jones, and asked him whether he thought it would 
be wise for me to go to see Secretary Bryan. He thou^t it would. 
I asked him if he would go with me. ELe said he thought probably 
he had better not go up tnere. So in the course of our conversation 
there at that time, or at one of the numerous interviews which we 
had, most of which were held at my office, and at some of which 
interviews Albert E. Shoemaker was present, Mr. Bride said to me 
what I have testified to here in regara to two young men collecting 
money. Whether he said that he knew of it personaSy or whether it 
was rumor I do not recoUect, but they were Mr. Columbus and Mr. 
Baker; that Mr. Baker's son and Columbus were collecting money for 
Mr. Henry S. Baker, a member of the excise board. We were taOdng 
about the saloon conditions, and I understood him to mean with refer- 
ence to getting money for the issuance of licenses. I wrote a letter 
on September 9, 1914, which I directed to the President of the United 
States. • I asked to have an interview with the Secretary of State, 
and he very kindly fixed the time and I went up and he immediately 
saw me. 1 read to the Secretary of State the letter which I had 
written to the President. 

I told him what our feeling was in regard to the matter; that unless 
the decided tendency of the board as it appeared to us was checked, 
there would be a poutical scandal, and we did not think it was neces- 
sary to have that, and I asked him if some means might not be devised 
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whereby the excise board could be checked m that tendency which 
we deemed was shown by the board at that time, and I told him 
something about the fears that we had; that we had imderstood that 
large fees had been paid, $5,500 agreed to be paid in the Evans 
Bimding case; that we imderstood $1,000 had been paid or agreed to 
be paid bv Mr. Madden, who was on the stand here the other day— 
Mr. Madden had been three times refused a transfer and then nad 
employed Mr. Sheehy and had gotten a transfer — and I referred to 
this Patrick McDonald case, ana I said to the Secretary then, and I 
believe now, that men who are in the saloon business are not in it 
for altruistic pmposes, and they would not pay such money imless 
they were going to get their money's worth, and I did not see how 
Patrick McDonald, and I did not see how McCarthy, could pay or 
agree to pay such large sums for simply the assurance of a few weeks' 
permission to sell hijuor in a particular place imless they had assur- 
ances that that busmess was going to be continued thereafter, and 
I did not know how such assurances could be given except bv the 
excise board or by the authority of the excise board; and that whether or 
not money was being accepted, the influence was improper; and that 
it seemed to me that it was utterly wrong that such mfluences should 
be exerted over them, and whether they received anything else, or 
whether they received any money, that these men could go in and by 
doing things of that sort be assured in advance that they would get 
their hquor licenses; that it appeared so to me. This is opinion, of 
course. 

I went back to my office and I called for Cotter T. Bride. He 
came to my office. 1 told Mr. Bride the result of my interview with 
the Secretary of State, and I also called in Mr. Shoemaker, and he 
went over the letter which I had written to the President and which 
I had read to the Secretary of State, and I said, *' Gentlemen, do you 
think that it is wise to send this letter ? " Mr. Shoemaker said that he 
did not know whether I ought to send it or not. Mr. Bride said that 
he would not send it at this time. Then Mr. Bride said to me, '' Things 
are in such condition there that it may not be necessary to send it." 
I said, ''What do you meant'' He said, ''Well, a day or two ago 
there was a man came to me and said'' — as I recall, it was some man, I 
am not sure of his name, but I think it was Campbell, from over near 
the Government Printing Office comer, who haa said that Mr. Mad- 
den was not doing well m his business; and Mr. Bride said in sub- 
stance to me that Mr. Madden had paid his $1,000, he was apparently 
about to fail, and it was beheved that within a very short time, a 
few days, he probably would make an objection and ask for his 
money back; and Mr. Bride used this expression, he said: "And 
Gen. Smith has spent it, and he can not pay it back." That expres- 
sion was used to me in my office; and at that time I withheld the 
letter for the time being, and held the letter until the 19th of Sep- 
tember, 1914, when I mailed it to the President of the United States. 
I received a response from the Secretary to the President, acknowl- 
edring receipt of that letter. 

Furthermore, I have information of other matters as to favors 
that have been received, or apparently received, by the excise boardj 
which leads me to the conclusion concerning which I have been asked 
by the board here. One is that I received information which I believe 
was reUable that last summer Gen. Smith was at the United States 
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Hotel in compaifiy with IdOichael J. Keane and Joseph C. Sheehy, who 
have been interested very much in Uquor matters, and doubtless rep- 
resenting the Abner-Drury Brewing Co., and attended the races at 
Sarat<^a with them. It is a pure matter of assumption on my part 
that they were instrumental m having him go, or at any rate that 
they were close enough until I underst(KKi that they did go. Further- 
more, I was told by another attorney that he saw one or more mem- 
bers of the board in company with Joseph C. Sheehy at the races at 
Laurel. If desired, I shall give the names of the attorneys who said 
th^ saw these men at these places. 

Ine Chairman. Give the names. 

Mr. WiLSOK. Mr. Harry H. Hollander told me this morning iJiat 
he saw one or more members of the board at the races at Laurd, Md, 
He said that the Uttle man on the board, Mr. Baker, was the one he 
thought of — ^he had said before that it was Henry S. Baker — ^but he 
said this morning he was not siu'e iJiat there was more than one mem- 
ber there, but he was sure that the little member of the board was 
there. 

The name of the other attorney, although he did not tell me and 
I have it on information, is Mr. Kobert I. Miller, a member of this 
bar. He was at the United States Hotel at Saratoga and saw 
Joseph C. Sheehjr and Michael J. Keane in his company at the time 
the races were going on at that place. 

Mr. Chairman, in view of the large sums of money paid for no 

{)urpose which seemed to me to be a legitimate purpose, from the 
act that it was known that a number of men had expended lai^e 
sums in improving property where they could not hope to get the 
value out oi it unless tney received saloon licenses, from the state- 
ments made to me by Mr. Cotter T. Bride, from information I had 
as to the members of the board attending the races, I felt that I was 

t'ustified ia my own mind in drawing the conclusion that the excise 
)oard were imduly influenced and dominated, whether they received 
money or not. I have not stated to any person imtil this morning, 
when asked by you to say, that they had received money. 

There was another statement made by Mr. Bride in that connec- 
tion, and that was that Gen. Smith and Mr. Baker had had a great 
deal of money recently which they were spending very freely, and 
that he had said that he did not imderstand how it was that they 
got so much money. 

Another thing. At the time when some mention was made in one 
of the papers here, and I think it was the Times, reflecting somewhat 
upon tne situation in the Evans Building case, some statements came 
out about Mr. Sheehy, reflecting somewhat upon him, and Mr. Bride 
told me very soon thereafter that the effect of that statement upon 
two members of the board, to wit. Gen. Smith and Mr. Henry S. 
Baker, was such that they had stomach trouble for two days after 
that, and were imable to attend to their duties; and he told me to 
what he attributed it, nervousness and fear on accoimt of the expos- 
ure in the Evans Building case. 

I have another statement to make in this connection. Michael J. 
Keane came into my office in the Woodward Bmlding and said to me 
that he had told Mr. Sheehy that it was a great mistake to put that 
saloon in the Evans Buil(fing, and he said that imdoubtedly any 
such fees as were contracted for there were unwarranted, and I stated 
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to him that I had said in my letter of July 6, 1914, to the excise 
board, that $50 would be a very good fee^or the amount of work ap- 
parently done by those attorneys in that case; and Mr. Keane said 
to me, ^^ Yes: Joe Sheehy and Columbus have both done more work 
many times for $10 than they did in the Evans Building case, where 
they were getting a fee of $5,500.'' 

Mr. Chairman, I do not recall all the things that have been said to 
me which have led me to my conclusion, but I have said some of the 
things which have led me to the conclusion, and as this question 
comes from the excise board, I have answered it thus fairly and 
frankly, and in view of the circumstances I ask for permission to iSle 
a copy of the letter which I sent September 19, 1914, to the President 
of the United States in relation to this matter. 

(The letter referred to is here printed in full as follows:) 

Washington, D. C, September 19, 1914. 
The PBBsroENT, 

Washington, D, C. 

Dear Me. PBBsroENT: On July 16, 1913, the Secretary to the Preeideiit inquired 
of me what mv opinion was as to the fitness of Mr. Joseph C. Sheehjr for membership 
on the excise board of the District of Columbia, and whether^ if nominated, he would 
be opposed by the Anti-Saloon League and myself. That opmion was given verbally 
and also in writing by request. 

Mr. Sheehy became chairman of the ezdse board. I much r^et that his admin- 
istration of the office, and his activities since he resigned it on Behalf of the liquor 
interests, force me to the conclusion that his appointment was a grievous misteke 
and, perhaps, a great misfortime. I therefore request that this letter be filed with 
my letter of July 16, 1913. If for any reason the record should be used as a refer- 
ence, I desire tms letter to be read with the former one. 

Unless certain tendencies at the excise board are speedily checked I am sure vour 
administration will be embarrassed 'and the moral forces of the city weakened. I 
refer to this unfortimate situation that it may be called to your attention, and that 
you may have opportimity to make such investigation as may be desired and apply 
such corrective measures as may be appropriate. It would be grossly unfair to you 
to invoke outside agencies before you nad information of the conditions. 

Definite and specific data will be furnished either orally or in writing, or both, if 
desired. , 

Sincerely, yours, 

Andrew Wilson. 

I have not asked Senator Jones whether I might relate this or not, 
but having been asked in this way, I have related it, and the facts as 
I recall them to-day. 

^ I want to say that I have kept in fairlyclose touch with the excise 
situation. For a year before the Jones- Works law passed and for a 
year afterwards there were many meetings in my office. I am sure 
there were, in connection with the Anti-Saloon League affairs, and of 
those who were engaged in civic reform work, 140 meetings in two 
years in my office, and I remember that when the candidacy was so 
strong for a place on the excise board, on one day — ^I do not now 
recall the date, but I think it was on the next day after the appoint- 
ment by the President of the members of the excise board the first 
time — there were 35 calls on excise matters in my office, and daily, 
almost, I have been in touch with the situation through reports from 
Mr. ^oemaker and from my friends who would meet me on the street; 
and occasionally I myself would be before the board, altJiough I made 
it a rule not to go there imless asked, imtil the proposed placing of the 
saloon in the Evans Building and the one around on G Street at 
No. 1421. 
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There is another thing that added to my view in r^ard to this 
matter, and that is tiiat IJiad information to the effect that a party 
was refused permission to post at No. 1421 G Street, and 1 had 
information also to the enect that the Citizens' Savings Bank, 
which has controlled, and since the District National Bank has con- 
trolled that building and that lease, had refused to permit a saloon 
to go into that place. Afterwards it was currently reported that a 
man had paid $10,000 for the lease at that place, and knowing, as I 
did know, that the owner of the property was vigorously protesting, 
knowing that the people who were upstairs there nad vigorously pro- 
tested — ^because I was asked to represent some of them myself in 
regard to it — ^I believed that imdue influence of some sort was being 
exercised there. Whether a cent of money has gone to the excise 
board I have no personal knowledge, and whether or not they were 
influenced by going to the races with these lawyers who were inter- 
ested in these matters I do not know; but I do Imow that Mr. Sheehy 
said that this saloon should not go in the Evans Building, and that 
it would be an outrage to put it there; I do know, after what I said 
at the White House July 16, 1913, Mr. Sheehy came to me and 
thanked me for what I had done, and said neither myself nor the 
Anti-Saloon Lec^e people in Washington would ever have any 
cause to reOTet what Ihad said, and his appointment upon the excise 
board; and I do not hesitate to say that imder the circumstances I 
regret it every time I think of it, and I suppose I have regretted it a 
thousand times since. 

Mr. Chairman, these are some of the reasons for the views I enter- 
tain. I should not have expressed them if I had not been asked for 
them. 

The Chaibman. Was the term "grafters" used in any conversation 
between you and Mr. Bride? 

Mr. Wilson. Yes, sir. There is another thing. In talking about 
the matter of attempting to get a resolution introduced by Senator 
Jones, when that was mentioned to me by Mr. Bride he said that he 
had told them down there, as I recall it, or at least some mention 

was made 

. Senator Dillingham. Told whom? 

Mr. Wilson. Told the members of the board — that if there was not 
some restraint placed upon the matter they would all be regarded as 

f rafters; and Mr. Bride made this suggestion to me, that he had no 
oubt that Mr. Sheehy and Mr. Baker and Gen. Smith would clean 
up $100,000 this excise year in the matter if the thing were not 
stopped. 

There may be many other things that were said. As I have said, I 
would not have spoken of these things if I had not been asked re- 
garding them by the board; but they nave asked for it, and I give it. 

Senator Jones. And I want to say that the committee womd not 
have permitted this unless the questions had been put that way by 
the excise board themselves. 

Mr. Smith. Mr. Chairman 

The CHAiKBiAN. Yes, General. 

Mr. Smith. May I speak? 

The Chaibman. Yes. 

Mr. Smith. The excise board desires to have all the light that is 
possible on this terrible accusation. I now speak for myself. 
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The Chaibmak. You can take the stand in a mmute, as soon as Mr. 
Wilson finishes. 

Mr. Wilson. Iamthrough,unlessyouwantsomethingmore£romme. 

The Chaibman. That will do. Now, Gen. Smith, you take the 
stand and make your statement. 

(The witness was thereupon excused.) 

TESTIMONT OF MS. BOBEBT 0. SMITE (Besomed). 

The Chaibman. (leneral, I simply want to say this before you 
start, that the board asked Mr. Wilson for his belie!. The committee 
would not have asked any question of that kind. ^ The committee 
would not base any action upon the belief of any individual. The 
committee wants facts, that is all; and nothing would have caused 
them to put these questions, but the fact that the board asked Mr. 
Wilson for his belief and seemed to want that from Mr. Wilson, and 
the committee was not disposed to prevent his answering. 

Now, any statement you desire to make the conamittee will be glad 
to hear. 

Mr. Smech. I just want to say this. Senator, that this is a terrible 
arraignment, and I feel it personally. I am under oath. I realize 
that, and I say with the full consciousness of that oath that at any 
time in my official career, here or elsewhere, or for private gain here 
or dsewhere. have I never benefited to the value of one dollar in my 
Kfe except tnat it was honestly my due from salary. I realize that 
this does not only implicate me, but my colleagues, and through a 
colleague. 

I can not say just what I want to, I am so worked up since hearing 
Mr. Wilson. I should like to ask the indulgence of the committee 
for the purpose of bringing my two colleagues here and having them 
put on the stand again. 

Senator Jones. Do you want to ask Mr. Wilson any other ques- 
tions ? I want to say, General, that when I made the motion in com- 
mittee the other day that questions desired to be asked by outsiders 
should be presented in writing, I did not have in mind the board itself. 
I was perfectly willing, so far as I was concerned, to have the board 
ask any questions it desires of any witness directly. 

Mr. Smith. The board did not know that. It took your official 
record statement and thought that it had to pursue this manner. 

Senator Jones. Yes. If you want to ask Mr. Wilson any questions 
now, so far as I am concerned as one member of the committee, it is 
perfectly agreeable to me. 

Mr. Smith. Mr. Wilson. 

Mr. Wilson. Yes, General. 

Mr. Smith. Do you know of any actual condition of my taking 
money from anyone ? 

Mr. Wilson. I do not, General. I do not know of a single mem- 
ber of the board having taken money. 

Mr. Smith. You are speaking to me now as one member of the 
board and one only. 

Mr. Wilson. I do not know of any member of the board having 
taken any money from anybody. I stated a moment ago that that 
was true. I was asked tmougn the chairman of the committee, on 
behalf of the excise board, for my belief. I gave my belief and gave 
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the facts upon which I based it, a matter which I would not have done 
if it had not been asked for the way it was. 

Mr. Smith. Without wishing to vitiate Mr. Wilson's testimony, I 
moye that it be stricken out, because of the fact that it is based, on 
belief only. 

Senator Jones. You asked in jour question for his belief; so that 
the committee could not strike it out, in view of the request of the 
board. The committee will consider it simply as the expression of 
his belief and not as a statement of fact, because he himself expressly 
stated that it was his belief; and he gave us his reasons for it. 

Mr. Smith. Now, as to my pleasure, as I see it. For 40 years I 
have visited the courses of the country and enjoyed my tmie o£E 
in that way. I have not benefited by tne practice. It has cost me 
Day good money, and I have enjoyed paying it and hope to go on 
paying it in that way imtil I die. I have not been vitiated or hurt 
in any way by my connection with the turf. It has been pleasure 
seeking and pleasure receiving, but I can not say that it has been 
financial ^ain. I have willingly paid my part and wiU pay it again, 
with the help of God. 

Senator Jones. Are there any other statements that you desire to 
make? 

Mr. Smith. Not until Mr. Shoemaker makes his statement. Having 
asked for the two, I would like to have Mr. Shoemaker go on the stand. 

I would say that it is difficult to be out of company with any 
who patronize the turf, since there is but one train to travel on, 
usually, known as the race train, and if you go to a place like Saratoga 
there are but two places to stop at — tiie Umted States and the Grand 
Union. 

Senator Jones. You did see at the hotel Mr. Sheehy and the other 
gentleman named by Mr. Wilson? 

Mr. Smith. Yes, sir. And I want to say, further, that I was in 
company with my wife. She was with me. She was my companion 
and nobody else; and I hope she wiU be my companion for many 
race meetings in the future. She will, with my help, if we Uve. 

Senator Jones. That is very nice, General. Greneral, you want 
these questions put to Mr. Shoemaker as they are written ? 

Mr. Smith. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. The committee would not call on any witness to 
express his behef except at the request of the board. 

Mr. Smith. If it was done in one case it is quite proper that it 
should be done in the two. 

Senator Jones. Of course, we are glad to submit the questions if 
the board desires it. 

Mr. Smith. I have nothing to fear, Senator. The great difficulty 
is that many people read one side who do not read the other. 

Senator Jones. That is very true. 

(The witness was thereupon excused.) 

TESTIMOITT OF MB. AIBEET E. SEOEMAEEB (Besimied). 

Senator Jones. The chairman of the excise board desires the com- 
mittee to ask you these questions: 

Do you believe that the excise board, or any member of the 
excise "board, has accepted any money at any time from any person 
interested in the conduct of a case falling within their jurisdiction? 
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Do you believe that any member of the excise board has accepted 
or received any other consideration imder similar circumstances ? 

If yes, upon what facts do you base your belief ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I may be permitted to answer those questions in 
my own way ? 

Senator Jones. The conmiittee certainly shall not fix the way in 
which you shall answer them. 

Mr. Shoemaker. When this board first came into office the Anti- 
Saloon Lea^e 

Senator tK)NES. I would suggest this, that you answer yes or no to 
these first two questions; and then if you answer no, of course there 
will be no necessity of going any fm-ther. 

Mr. Shoemaker. I should Uke the privilege of making a statement 
in connection with them in case I should answer no. 

Senator Jones. You would have that right. 

Mr. Shoemaker. When this board first came into office the Anti- 
Saloon League was rather proud of the new law and sought to 
cooperate with the excise board in administering it. I appeareobefore 
them from the very beginning, constantly, up to the present time. 

After the rules were adopted by the board I had the first intimation 
that we were likely to lose a large part of the best of the law. We 
sought to overcome that, but we did not succeed. We did it by 
appealing, we did it by protests, and in every way that was proper 
we tried to make the best out oi this law with this board as at mst 
constituted, and as now constituted. 

During that time and since, there have come to my notice, 
almost fidtogether after the resignation of Mr. Sheeh]^, people making 
complaints of the actions of the board and making insinuations 
against them because of these actions; and after Mr. Sheehy had 
resigned and began to practice before the board it appeared that he 
had more success than any other attorney with apparently difficult 
cases which were put through by him as the representative of the appli- 
cants; that while other attorneys lost their cases he rarely lost nis; 
and when it appeared that he was receiving large fees, and when it 
appeared that other attorneys having cases were less successf id, and 
when it appeared that hcenses were being granted against protests 
when we thought they shoidd, under the law, not have been granted, 
then the question arose: What is the trouble? When people made 
charges to me, my answer was, "I do not know; you can draw your 
own conclusions." 

About the time our President, Mr. Wilson, wrote a letter to the board 
in reference to some of these large fees and other thin^ that were 
objected to, they invited me into an executive session, and asked me if 
I had heard these rumors of large fees — stories of large fees — and 
these stories reflecting upon the board. I said, ''Yes; 1 have heard 
the stories from many sources." 

Senator Thompson. About when was that ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. That was, I should say, last fall a year ago, 
directly after Mr. Sheehy had resigned, or after he began practicing 
before the board. Rather, I think it was in the spring of the year, 
Senator. 

I said to the board that I had heard these stories and I asked them 
to take steps somehow to protect themselves and to protect the com- 
mimity against them. I said to them that I did not beUeve they 
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were guflty of grafting or corruption, but that they owed it to the 
community to take some steps to protect themselyes; that when I 
believed tnat they were grafters or received money for their actions 
in excise cases, I would then stop appearing before them. 

I did not wish, the other day, to bring in the matter in reference to 
Mr. Bride's story of collections, but it went in; and that is not all 
that Mr. Bride has told me in reference to the excise board. I do 
not now care to repeat some things that he told me. 

I answer the first question, Mr. Chairman, by saying that I have 
continued to appear before the board up to this time. 

Senator Jones. I think, Mr. Shoemaker, that for the record you 
ought to make yoiu* answer to that question a Uttle diflFerently, either 
yes or no, after yoiu* explanation. 

Mr. Shoemaker. The question has been put up to me a number of 
times, but I never yet have satisfied myself that the members of the 
board have received money illegally in connection with these licenses, 
and I have never said to anyone that I beUeved so. 

Senator Jones. So that you have no beUef that they have. I 
think, in justice to the board, there ought to be a direct answer to 
that question. 

Mr. Shoemakeb. I think that is very direct. I will make it as 
direct as I can. 

Senator Jones. You could answer the question yes or no. 

Mr. ^OEMAKEB. I say this, that what will make one man beUeve 
one thing might not make another. I am entitled to that opinion. 

Senator Jones. That is true, and aU you are asked is as to your 
opinion. Do you have that beUef ? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. I do not; I do not entertain it. 

The Chairman. Did you hear Mr. Wibon testify as to what Mr. 
Bride said to him while you were present ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. I verify that. I verify most of it. 

The C^iBBCAN. Answer the second question, Mr. Shoemaker. 

Mr. Shoemakeb. I have no knowledge nor any opinion in reference 
to the second question as to other consideration. 

The Chaibman. In view of the fact that Mr. Wilson stated fully 
what Mr. Bride said to him, will you state what else he said to you? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. Why, he said that we had no chance witn these 
other two members of the board; that they were against us, and that 
he had to fight in order to get anything at all; that he had to agree to 
vote for renewal of licenses where he oelieved they ought not to be 
renewed; that in case of certain applications he was opposed to if 
the others voted for them he would thereafter let his name appear 
as in opposition. But when the licenses were acted upon his name 
ap|)earea with the rest in granting the licenses. There was no 
division whatever. He referred, also, on one occasion to large sums 
of money he saw one member of the board have that he could 
not account for; and he also advised that the only thing we could 
do would be to have the excise board investigated. I do not recall 
just anything else definitely, Mr. Chairman, at this time; but he 
spoke to us frequently about such matters. I did not know whether 
Mr. Bride was visionary about it, or just what he meant. I could not 
understand, exactly. 

The Chaibman. What was your answer to the second question 
there? 
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Mr. Shoemaker. That I have no mformation or knowledge 

Senator Jones. I would suggest that the question asks for your 
behef. 

The Chairman. Bead the question, and then answer it. 
Mr. Shoemaker (reading) : 

Do you believe that any member of the excise board has accepted or received any 
other consideratioD imder similar circumstances? If yes, upon what facts do you 
base your belief ? 

I answer that by sayiiLg no. 

The Chairman. Gen. Smith, do you want to ask Mr. Shoemaker 
any questions ? 

Mr. Smith. Was the answer to the first question tantamount to no! 

The Chairman. It was no. 

Mr. Smith. And the second, no ? 

The Chairman. That is my understanding. General. 

Mr. Smith. I have no questions. 

Mr. Shoemaker. I want to say that in view of all the things that 
have been said and all the actions taken I should like to find out 
whether the charges are true or not. 

(The witness was thereupon excused.) 

The Chairman. The committee will now hear further from Gen. 
Smith. 

TESTIMOITT OF MB. EOBEET 0. SMITE (Sesnmed). 

Senator Jones. I should like to ask you a few questions. I will 
state to you that a part of the committee went aroxmd yesterday and 
noticed from the outside the situation with reference to several of 
these saloons, and I want to ask you a few questions about a few of 
the particular instances. 

There is a saloon out here on East Capitol Street — I forget the name 
of it, but it is out in the third or fourth olock. You were asked about 
it the other day. It is the one at which a railing has been built out 
from the saloon. 

Mr. Smith. Is it Mermer's saloon? 

Senator Jones. Yes; 1 guess that is the place. A fence or an iron 
railing has been built out there. The appearance there now is this, 
that there is a railing or fence built out from the side of the saloon 
next to the schoolhouse^ all the way across the parking to the outer 
sidewalk, so that anyone coming from the direction of the schoolhouse 
would have to go aroimd that to get into the saloon. There is a con- 
crete walkway running close up along the fronts of those buildings to 
the east of the saloon, apparently put there for the purposes of travel. 
This railing is built across that walkway on the east side of the saloon, 
shutting out travel; and on the west side of the saloon, the side away 
from the schoolhouse, on the west side of the entrance of the saloon, 
there is a railing part of the way, but across the concrete walk in 
front of and next to the building, there is an opening. There is not 
even a gate across it. You testified the other day tnat there was a 
gate, and it was locked when you were out there. There is no gate 
there now at all. There may have been one when you were there, 
but there is no gate of any kind now, but an opening. 

I want to ask you if tnat does not indicate very clearly that this 
railing was put out there on the side next the schoolhouse for the 
purpose of making the distance between the entrance to the saloon 
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and the schoolhouse greater, and to put the saloon beyond the 400- 
foot limit? 

Mr. Sboth. There are two railings, one a complete railing, from 
the building out to the sidewalk. 

Senator Jones. I do not know that it runs out dear to the side^ 
walk. 

Mr. Smtth. That is the condition in which we foxmd it. On the 
other side, farthest from the school side, it may be that there was no 
fence at all. 
Senator Jones. There is a fence part of the way, but it leaves an 

opening between the building 

Mr. SMim. i do not recul the exact condition there; but the 
condition on the side nearest the school, the side on which we had to 
measiu:e, was that there was this obstruction or railing, and we had 
to go around it. 

Senator Jones. Did it not look to you as if the railing was put 
there to make an obstruction 1 

Mr. Smith. Senator, we are not empowered to remove those 
obstructions. 
Senator Jones. No; but you are not compelled to grant the license^ 
Mr. Smith. Possibly not. We are not required to issue any licenses, 
really. 
Senator Jones. That is true. 

Mr. Smith. But the proper thing to do, in consideration of the 
property, personal, and all other interests, as an administrative body 
IS supposed to do and tries to do — we believed that justice to the man 
reqmred us to do it. 

Senator Jones. Do you not think that if there is an indication 
that a man is deliberately trying to create such a condition as to 
evade the law, you ought to reject such an application as that? 

Mr. Smith. Well, that railing is xmder another department, and that 
department should remove it u it is an obstruction. 

Senator Jones. Oh, no; it is not a question of the removal of the 
obstruction, but of the refusing to grant a Ucense to a man who has 
deliberately evaded the law. Do you not think so ? 
Mr. Smith. Well, on second thought, perhaps I might do so. 
Senator Jones. I want to ask you about another place. Do you 
know where the Eastern High School is? 
Mr. Smith. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. And there is another school building dose to it, is 
there not ? 
Mr. Smith. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. Quite a large number of school children gather in 
there? 
Mr. Smith. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. To the north of the high school there is a saloon. 
We found in front of the saloon and between the entrance and 
the school house a square plat that had evidently been recently 
made, with a concrete rim around it, and apparently they had at- 
tempted to put it to grass, but it had not succeeded very well, or had 
not had time to grow grass very weU; but it did serve to obstruct the 
approach to the entrance, and you are obliged to travel around, a 
greater distance. Did you see that there when you went out to look, 
at that place? 
Mr. Smith. Yes, sir; and the grass was very marked. 
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Senator Jones. It is not very marked now, and there is no mark 
there that it ever was very marked. 

Mr. Smith. With all due respect, I assure you that it was. 

Senator Jones. I am just saying how it is now. I want to ask you 
this: Did it not appear to you that that was put in there for the pur- 
pose of lengthening the distance between the entrance to the saloon 
and the Eastern High School and that other school building i 
' Mr. Smith. It does lengthen the distance, whether it was put in 
there for that purpose or not. 

Senator Jones. Did it not indicate to you that it was put in there 
for that purpose t 

Mr. Smith. It may have been, and probably was. • 

Senator Jones. If it was, and if you thought it was, do you think 
that as an executive officer sworn to admimster this law you should 
have permitted this man to evade the law and should have granted 
him a hcense under such circumstances ? 

Mr. Smith. Viewed from that side, I suppose we might have acted 
otherwise. 

Senator Jones. What other side could you view it from ? 

Mr. Smith. From that of the protection of an individual with his all 
invested, and the administration of the law with equal justice to all. 

Senator Jones. You should allow the individual to evade the law? 

Mr. Smith. No; we did not 

Senator Jones. By some act of his t 

Mr. Smith. No; we do not knowingly allow an evasion of the law. 

Senator Jones. Did he not evade it in putting that obstruction out 
there? 

Mr. Smith. I do not know that he put it there. 

Senator Jones. Did you try to find out? 
- Mr. Smith. No, sir; we foimd it there. 

Senator Jones. It indicates that he put it there. It was.right in 
front of his place ? 

Mr. Smith. I imderstand it is probable that the owner of the 
building 

Senator Jones. I am not talking about the owner of the building; 
I am talking about this man who got this hcense. 

Mr. Smith. He may be the owner of the building. I do not know, 
that is what I had in mind. 

Senator Jones. It does not make any diflFerence whether he is the 
owner of it or not, if he put that obstruction iti there to len^hen the 
distance between his saloon and the schoolhouse he was doing it to 
evade the law? 

Mr. Saiith. No; I do not think so. 

Senator Jones. Was it not shown at the hearing on the application 
for that saloon that he had put that in there ? 

Mr. Saiith. We foimd it there when we went and measured it. 

Senator Jones. General, I did not ask you that. I asked you 
whether or not it was not shown at the hearing that he put it in ? 

Mr. Smith. I do not recall that ? 

Senator Jones. You do not remember that ? 

Mr. Smith. I do not remember. 

Senator Jones. I want to ask you this: Do you remember how fitf 
you foimd it between the entrance to his saloon, with that obstruction 
there, and the entrance to the schoolhouse ? 
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Mr. Smith. Over 400 feet. 

Senator Jones. Do you remember how much over? 

Mr. Smith. But the exact distalice I do not remember. I did 
not hold the end of the tape. 

Senator Jones. You would not have to hold the end of the tape to 
know the result, would you ? 

Mr. Sboth. Four hundred and some odd feet. 

Senator Jones. How many, do you know ? 

Mr. Sboth. Four hundred and two or three or four. 

Senator Jones. You would ^ve the saloon the benefit of that 2 
or 3 feet as against the school children and the people there, and the 
evident intention of the law to keep saloons away from the school- 
houses, would you ? 

Mr. Smith. I would, as long as the law was being upheld. The 
people in that neighborhood are entitled to some consideration from 
the nands of the board. 

Senator Jones. Do you remember whether anybody petitioned from 
that neighborhood or not, besides the saloon man ? 

Mr. Smith. I do not, Senator. We had 523 hearings. 

Senator Jones. There was not any particular uprising on the part 
of the people in that neighborhood in favor of the saloon, was there 1 

Mr. Smith. I do not recall such. 

Senator Jones. I should like to ask vou this: Where do you con- 
sider the entrance to the schoolhouse to oe ? Do you consider it at the 
gate, where people have to enter, or do you consider it at the door) 

Mr. Smith. Tne door of each. 

Senator Jones. You measured clear to the door ? 

Mr. Smith. The door of each • yes. 

Senator Jones. You consid.er the inside door the entrance, do 
you not ? 

Mr. Smith. Yes, sir. 

Senator vJones. You did not consider the 

lifr. Smith. That is, the outside door of the building. 

Senator Jones. There is an archway there. You remember that, 
do you not? There is no door to that, but there is an archway, ana 
it is 3 or 4 feet from the door ? 

Mr. Smith. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. You did not consider the gate out there by the 
sidewalk, with the railing, the entrance of the schoolhouse? That 
is where everybody has to come in. You did not consider that the 
entrance ? 

Mr. Smith. No, sir; that is where a difference of opinion comes in. 

Senator Jones. Oh, yes; I understand that. There are some steps 
going up to the door of the building, are there not ? 

Mr. Smtth. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. You measured the length and then you measiu*ed 
the height, did you not ? 

Mr. Smith. I did not, sir. 

Senator Jones. How did you measure it ? 

]Vfr. Smti^. By a straight holding of the tape from the foot of the 
steps to the upper part. 

Senator Jones. From the foot, at an angle ? 

Mr. Smith. At an angle, not step and riser; no, sir. 

84513"— S. Doc. 981. 68-3 23 
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Senator Jones. Did you know that that is the way that the enp- 
neers measure; and that that is the usual method of measuring 
distances on a slope ? ^ 

Mr. SMrra. I think we took the regular way. 

Senator Jones. You would not measiu*e from the foot, on a slant, 
SLWBjv up, would you ? 

Wr. Smith. Yes. 

Senator Jones. That is the way you measured it, anyhow, is it? 

Mt. SMriH. Yes, sir. We did not measure it step and riser, step 
and riser. 

Senator Jones. But you measured from the bottom on a slant. 

Mr. SMrrH. Quite so. 

Senator Jones. You did not take an upright here to the level of 
the top step and then measure straight across [illustrating] ? 

Mr. Smith. No. 

Senator Jones. You know that is the way they measure on a hill 
side, do you not? 

Mr. Smith. I do not know that. 

Senator Jones. Your engineers did not tell you that is the way 
they measure ? 

Mr. Smith. No; I did not know that. 

Senator Jones. You measured that in every way possible to get 
that saloon located there. Is not that a fact? 

Mr. Smith. We measured it straight, one way. 

Senator Jones. Was there anv indication to you that the entrance 
to that saloon had been changed from one side of the building to the 
other, farther away from the schoolhouse ? 

Mr. Smith. No, sir. 

Senator Jones. You did not see any indications of that? 

Mr. Smith. No, sir; we did not. And I might say that I have 
been there two or three times, and never was there when the door 
was nearer to the schoolhouse than it is at the present time. 

Senator Jones. And you did not see any mdication that there 
ever had been an entrance nearer to the schoolhouse? 

Mr. Smith. No, sir. 

Senator Jones. There is a saloon across Pennsylvania Avenue 
from this schoolhouse — ^McDonald's. Do you remember where the 
McDonald saloon is on Pennsylvania Avenue ? 

Mr. Smith. Southeast ? 

Senator Jones. It is near the hi^h school and the Wallach school. 

Mi. Smith. Patrick J. McDonald ? 

Senator Jones. Yes. It is a brick building. 

Mr. Smith. I do not know what the character of the building is. 

Senator Jones. You measured down the sidewalk from this 
McDonald saloon to the nearest schoolhouse, I think it is the Wallach 
school? You measiu*ed down the sidewalk to the crossing to that 
school, across Pennsylvania Avenue, and then measured across to the 
other schoolhouse? Is not that the way you measured it? 

Mr. Smith. We have done that, and we have done it another way, 
across the path, the concrete walk across the parking of the street, 
directly in front of McDonald's door. 

Senator Jones. Is that the way you measured it there? 

Mr. Smith. Yes; we measured it that way and measured it down 
ihe sidewalk, as you have indicated. 
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Senator Jonbs. Which measurement did you take as the basis for 
determining whether it was within the 400-ioot limit or not? 

Mr. Smith. Across the cement path. 

Senator Jones. You took the shortest measurement? 

Mr. Smith. That is, the shortest course of travel. 

Senator Jones. Did you go diagonally across Pennsylvania Avenue 
and the parking? 

Mr. Smith. No, sir; straight across. 

Senator Jones. Did you not see that the people crossed that in a 
diagonal way there ? 

Mr. Smith. I did not, Senator. 

Senator Jones. If you go out there now you will see it is well 
worn, and vou will see the people going across there, too. Do you 
not know that the cars stop there to let people on and off? mJ 

Mr. Smith. That is, nearer to the corners £^} 

Senator Jones. No; directly in front, almost in front, diagonally 
in front, of the McDonald saloon. 

Mr. Smith. Well, I do not know that. Senator. 

Senator Jones. You do not remember what distance you found 
between McDonald's saloon and the schoolhouse there, to the nearest 
entrance to it? 

Mr. Smith. No; I do not. 

Senator Jones. But whatever it was, you gave the saloon the 
benefit of it? 

Mr. Smith. It was over 400 feet. 

Senator Jones. You gave the saloon the benefit of it, notwith- 
standing the schools there? 

(The witness did not answer.) 

Senator Jones. There is another saloon out in that direction called 
Rafteiy's. Do you remember that? 

Mi. Smith. I do not remember just exactly where it is. 

Senator Jones. It is at Eleventh and C Streets, Mr. Wilson tells 
me. It is called the Raftery saloon. Do you remember that ? 

Mr. Smith. Yes; Thomas Kaftery. There are several of them. 

Senator Jones. It is at Eleventh and C. There is a little square 
building there, apparently recently constructed, which looks like it 
may have been constructed to make it a business front. Then there 
is a little shoe establishment, I think, and there is every indication 
that the great percentage of that frontage there is residence frontage. 
Did you examme that very carefully ? 

Mr. Smith. The board examined it as carefully as possible. So far 
as my recollection goes there were over 50 per cent of business^houses 
in that frontage. ft^J 

Senator Jones. If you saw that a building had evidently been con- 
structed for the purpose of making a business front in order to get 
the saloon, you would not consider that against the application at 
all, would you ? 

Mr. Smith. We would not consider it for the application if as a 
subterfuge it had been manifest. 

Senator Jones. Did vou see any indications out there of any build- 
ing put up as a subterfuge? 

Mr. Smith. No, sir. 

Senator Jones. You have not examined that situation lately? 

Mr. Smith. No^Senator. 
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Senator Jones. I will just ask you this right there. There is what 
you call a place, a short space which divides the block into two blocks. 
1 want to ask you whether the board considered that as a division of 
the block, and up to that place it called it a block, or whether you 
took the block as including that space between the two regular streets ? 

Mr. Smith. We considered the distance between the two regular 
streets. 

Senator Jones. All right. On the comer to the south of the sa- 
loon there is a building mat fronts on the other street, but the side 
of which runs along the street that the saloon fronts on. Do you 
consider that in this case that building fronts on the street where 
the saloon is, or do you consider it simply as a business house front- 
^i\s on the street that it actually fronts on ? 

Mr. Smith. If the business house fronts on a comer it counts on both 
streets. 

Senator Jones. How does it happen, then, that those saloons buUt 
there on the comer do not count on both streets I For instance, in 
the case of this Miller place, how does it happen that does not count 
on both streets ? 

Mr. Smith. Oh, yes; that is a diflFerent proposition. 

Senator Jones. Oh, yes; that is a saloon. I want to know why 
it is that you count a business house as fronting on both streets, but 
you do not count a saloon as fronting on both streets? 

Mr. Smith. The law tells you how to coxint a saloon. 

Senator Jones. What does it say? 

Mr. Smith. The saloon wherein the license is held. 

Senator Jones. It says there shall be no more than three saloons 
on one side of a street ? 

Mr. Smith. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. How does that permit it to be on both streets, or 
on one street and not on the other, when it is on a comer ? 

(The witness did not answer.) 

Senator Jones. I will not insist on that further. Take this 
Raftery place. It was very plain to us that formerly this saloon 
had its entrance on C Street. C Street had practically all residences 
on it. The C Street entran'ce has been closed, and it has made its 
entrance on Eleventh Street. That was evidently to evade the law, 
was it not ? 

(The witness did not answer.) 

Senator Jones. You would not consider it so ? 

Mr. Smith. Not an evasion. 

Senator Jones. Simply a perversion ? 

Mr. Smith. Complying with the law; getting a front or main 
entrance on the side where business would permit it to remain. 

Senator Jones. So it could have a hcense ? 

Mr. Smith, Where business would permit it to remain if the exdso 
board did. 

Senator Jones. And the excise board has, in every case 

Mr. Smith. I do not know. Senator, in every case. 

Senator Jones. You do not know of. any case where you rejected 
it, do you ? 

Mr. Smith. I do not recall. I know we did reject 112 applications. 

Senator Jones. Because you could not Ucense more than 300 ? 

Mr. Smith. Probably. 
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Senator Jones. I want to ask you about another one. There is 
one down here dose to the post-office substation, I think it is called — 
M. F. SulUvan's, I think, is the name of it. It is at Fenton Place, 1016 
First Street NE. Do you remember that? 

Mr. Smith. I think so. 

Senator Jones. Do you remember the character of the dwellings 
along Fenton Place ? That is practically a slum, is it not ? 

Mr. Smith. I do not recall that location exactly. First Street NE. t 

Senator Jones. Yes; Fenton Place; right out from the post office, 
an annex to the Post Office Department. Do you remeniber where 
that is? 

Mr. Smith. Is it a large building? M. F. Sullivan? 

Senator Jones. Or F. A. Sulhvan? 

Mr. Smith. I will look it up and testify after limch. 

Senator Jones. I wanted to call your attention to the situation 
there. General. It was perfectly plain that the saloon had had an 
entrance on Fenton Place, We could see the very distinct lines 
where it had been filled up and bricked up and painted over, and 
it was clear that it had had an entrance on Fenton Place. The 
electric light was still over its closed-up entrance. The entrance has 
been made to front on First Street ana a door has been put in there. 
The saloon apparently is in the same room that it always was in, the 
same place, the same saloon located in the same way. On the side 
that tne saloon fronts on now there are two or three old shacks that 
do not look like anybody would live in them or do any business in 
them. Then there is a large part of the frontage that looks like it is a 
sort of a dump, probably pretty near half of it oeing a sort of a dump 
for tile and bricK, and so on. 

Did you examine that when you granted that application to see 
whether or not there was 50 per cent of that frontage business houses ? 

Mr. Smith. What is the exact location ? 

Senator Jones. Af Fenton Place and First Street? 

Mr. Smith. I do not recall that, but I will look it over and give you 
my answer after lunch. 

Senator Jones. Do you think, then. General, that when the indi- 
cations are as plain as they are there — there can not be any doubt 
about it — that it has closed up its entrance and opened it on another 
street in order to make a compliance with the law, and that for the 
rest, the business frontage is apparently part of it a subterfuge and 
part of it can not be classed as business at all, the board should grant 
a hcense under such conditions ? 

Mr. Smith. If the board foimd live business to the extent required 
bylaw 

Senator Jones. But the law does not reauire it. 

Mr. SMrrH. The law says that there shall be 50 per cent of foot 
frontage used for business purposes. 

Senator Jones. The law says you can not grant a license unless 
there is that much, but it does not say that you must grant a license 
if there is that much* 

Mr. SMrrH. Quite so. 

Senator Jokes. I want to know whether or not there is any room 
for the exercise of the discretion vested in this board, in the interests 
of the people and the interests of temperance, and whether the board 
does not tnink it ought to exercise that discretion. 
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Mr. Smith. The board exercised its discretion to the benefit of 
the greatest number^ it believes. 

Senator Jones. I should like to know whether you benefited any- 
body there except the saloon man. I wish you would tell me that. 

Tnere is a slum element at Fenton Place that ought to be protected 
against these things if there is any possible way to do it, and yet 
you have left this saloon nght at the very mouth of that place to prey 
on these people. Whom (fo you benefit ? What benefit comes from 
it, except to the saloon man ? I wish you would tell me. Please 
give me yoiu* idea of what benefit comes through it. 

Mr. Smith. Everyone has a demand on the board for its attention 
and consideration, and in giving it such it tries to be fair to all con- 
cerned, conditions considered. 

Senator Jones. I should like to know why it would have been 
unfair to have refused that saloon there, except, possibly, to the 
saloon man. • 

Mr. Smith. The location is not clear to me, I have said, and I would 
like to look it over. 

Senator Jones. I wish you would go down and look it over. 

There is an alley this side of it which I think is called Jackson Alley. 
It is not a verv large alley, but there are quite a number of dwellings 
in it. That place is No. 34 H Street NE., Senator Thompson says. 
There is an entrance to this alley running from one street. You know 
how those entrances are, about 12 or 14 feet wide — maybe not that 
wide. Right at the entrance is a saloon, Babbington's saloon. Of 
course the law does not compel you to refuse a Ucense to those 
saloons near these alleys, but the law does say that you shall not put 
a saloon within 300 feet of an alley except by the unanimous vote 
of the board. I suppose the board votea unanimously to put that 
saloon there; but can you give me any reason why you should not 
have exercised the discretion with which you were vested, and have 
refused a Ucense to this saloon. 

Mr. Smith. The Babbington situation did not seem severe to us. 

Senator Jones. You had a right to grant it. Then there are two 
or three other saloons around within three or four hundred feet of this 
alley. I suppose all the answer you could give is that it did not 
seem best to the board to refuse it. Is that true ? 

Mr. Smith. I do not recall two or three more on H Street. 

Senator Jones. They are within 300 or 400 feet of the alley. I do 
not know that they are on. H Street, but they are right close to that 
aUey. 

llien out on H Street we viewed another alley where a saloon was 
verv near to one entrance, much less than 300 feet from the entrance, 
and then down this way [illustrating] at the other entrance to the 
alley, or the other exit, we found another saloon within 300 feet. So 
that we found out there at that alley, going and coming, a saloon within 
300 feet of the alley. What reason can you give for allowing a con- 
dition like that to exist imder the law? Who would be benefited by 
a situation like that? 

Mr. Smith. I supnose the business that is there. 

Senator Jones. That is, the saloon business ? 

Mr. Smith. I suppose so. 

Senator Jones. That is the only thing that would be benefited, is 
it not? 

Mr. Smith. Presumably. 
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Senator Jones. I just want to ask about one or two more places. 
First, on Seyenth Street. Do you know where the McEanley Manual 
Trainmg School is? 

Mr. SifrrH. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. And the Polk School? 

Mr. Smith. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. And there is another big school near the Polk 
School, is there not ? 

Mr. Smtth. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. The McKinley Manual Training School does not 
front on Seventh Street, but the side of it is on Seventh Street, and 
the Polk School does front on Seventh Street. Thev are, I judge, 
about 1,000 feet apart; maybe a httle more or mayoe a little less. 
Just across from the Polk School, across Seventh street, is the 
Thyson Hotel. You granted a saloon license to that hotel. 
It IS within a hundred or two himdred feet of the school, and it is 
plain that this Thyson Hotel has had put up recently an addition to 
it, clearly for the purpose of bringing it under the law by giving it 50 
rooms. Granting that that hotel had 50 rooms, did not the board 
think that it ought to exercise its discretion to keep that barroom 
awfnr from that school house, and refuse it a license ? 

Mr. Smith. Evidently it did not think so. 

Senator Jones. Can you give me any reason, now, why it should 
not have done it ? 

Mr. Smith. Not now. 

Senator Jones. Beyond this Thyson Hotel, and between the Polk 
School and the McKinlev School, on the same side of the street, there 
is another saloon, and tnen on the other side of Seventh Street there 
is another saloon; so that there are at least three or four saloons 
around the Polk School and that other school and the McKinley 
Manual Training School. What reason can there be for permitting 
Ach a condition of things as that ? 

Mr. Smith. Just the reason, Senator, of wanting to be just to 
everybody. 

Senator Jones. To whom were you just, there, except the saloon 
men? 

Mr. Smith. And the people who have their money invested 
there 

Senator Jones. That is, the saloon men ? 

Mr. Smith. And as long as it permits a compUance with the law 
the board did not feel that much harm was done. 

Senator Jones. The schools protested, did they not; that is, the 
school officials? 

Mr. Smith. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. You did not think it was wise, even if those saloons 
were over 400 feet from these different schoolhouses, to exercise the 
discretion that the law vests in you to keep these saloons away from 
these institutions ? 

Mr. Smith. We are vested with the authority to establish — or fflrajit, 
rather — ^Ucenses without certain prescribed distances, and that being 
the case, we just granted them where we could. 

Senator Jones, i ou were granted authority to reduce the number 
of saloons, too, were you not 1 

. Mr. Smith. Yes. We were not required to. 
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Senator Jones. You knew that the law contemplated that those 
saloons should be kept away from these schoolhouses, did you not, 
at least 400 feet? 

Mr. Smith. Yes. 

Senator Jones. And yet you panted a license for one just across 
the street from the Polk School? 

Mr. SMrPH. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. And you left these other three there within at 
least -450 feet of these other schools. You did not think that there 
was anything there demanding the exercise of your discretion to keep 
them out ? 

(The witness did not answer.) 

Senator Jones. Down on First and D Streets SW. there is the saloon 
of P. Smyth. That is located right on the comer of the crossing of 
D Street and First Street. Do you remember that ? 

Mr. Smith. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. Have you visited that location ? 

lifr. SMrrH. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. You saw how it was, did you ? 

Mr. Smffh. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. Do you remember how the entrance to that 
saloon was located ? 

Mr. SMrrH. Yes, sir; righ^in the comer. 

Senator Jones. But did you know how it was fronting — ^what 
street it fronted on ? 

Mr. Smith. On D Street— First Street. 

Senator Jones. First Street. Are you sure it fronted on First 
Street? 

Mr. Smith. I do not know the exact location. I know I have 
been there. 

Senator Jones. I will tell you this. Along D Street are residences — ; 
nearly all residences. 

Mr. Smith. Yes; that is right. 

Senator Jones. So it did not front on that street? 

Mi. Smtth. No. 

Senator Jones. Do you not know that entrance fronts just as much 
on D Street as it does on First Street? It is just like tms [illustrat- 
ing on paper]. If this is the crossing of the streets, there is the 
angle they make, and that entrance fronts right that way (indicat- 
ing) ; is not that true ? 

Mr. Smith. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. It fronts just as much on this street as it does on 
that street [indicating] ? 

Mr. Smith. Yes, sir; that is right. 

Senator Jones. Do you not remember that this nmn applied for a 
transfer of Ucense from 101 D Street to 319 First Street, 319 First 
Street being just exactly where it is with reference to 101 D Street? 

Mr, Smith. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. Just merely changing the number and trying to 
put it on First Street instead of on D Street; and the board refused that 
application? That is correct? 

Mr. Smith. I am not sure about that. I know that the place is 
in existence. 

Senator Jones. Oh, yes, I ki\pw that; but I want to get at the 
facts as to how it is kept in existence. This transfer was refused 
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about twice. Then there was an application put in for a license at 
101 D Street, and when the board acted upon it they gave the Ucense 
at 319 First Street. Why did you do that? 

liir. Smith. Because there was no business on the other side of 
tiie street. 

Senator Jones. All residences? 

Mr, Smith. All residences; and on the side on which the license 
was granted there is business. 

Senator Jones. Do you know the character of it? 

Mr. Smith. I have seen it. 

Senator Jones. Did you examine it? 

Mr. Smith. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. Did you look through ihe cracks in that door 
that had a sign of somebody's paint shop on it and see that there was 
absolutely nothing on the inside except an open space? Did you see 
tiiat? 

Mr. Smith. Perhaps at this time that might obtain. 

Senator Jones. On, that has been up there for quite a while. 

Mr. Smith. But wnen we visited tnat situation there was a live 
business in this house. 

Senator Jones. There was no shop there at all in that place. There 
never has been any shop there; simply a sign up over the -shop, 
'TaiQt shop," but there is not any shop on the inside. 

Mr. Smith. The front room is used as a shop. 

Senator Jones. There is no front room there. 

Mr. Smith. They have done away With the room, then? 

Senator Jones. No; it has not been moved. Then there is another 
room there that has also a sign, ** Paint shop." That may be the one 
that I have in mind. But there are two of them — supposed to be two. 
There is one paint shop over that building where the wmdow lights are 
out, but there is nothing in it now. There may have been when you 
were there. Next to that there is a separate place where there is not 
a building and never has been any bmlding. The board might have 
plainly seen if they had looked tnrough the cracks. This saloon is 
located just exactly in the same room, in the same building, at the 
same place that it was when you refused the hcense to it as at 101 
D Street. The entrance fronts just as much on D Street as it does on 
First Street. Do you think that the mere fact that it has put up the 
sign over the door of No. 319 First Street relocates that saloon and 
puts it where it is within the law ? 

Mr. Smith. We evidently have thought so. 

Senator Jones. Yes: you evidently did. You did not think that 
that was an evasion oi the law. You think that is carrying out the 
spirit and intent of this law, do you ? 

Mr. Smith. I answered that; yes. 

Senator Jones. That is all that I have time to ask you now. 

Senator Thompson. I will read the provision of law relative to the 
location of saloons within 300 feet oi slums or alleys occupied by 
residences [reading] : 

No saloon, barroom, or other place where intoxicating liquor is sold at retail shall 
be licensed, allowed, or maintained within 300 feet of any alleyway occupied ior 
residences or of places commonly called slums, except upon the imanimous vote of 
all three members of said excise board. 

.You remember that provision ? 
Mr. Smith. Yes, sir. 
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Senator Thompson. Did you take that into consideration in con- 
nection with the granting of licenses at the ends of these aUeyways, 
or near them ? 

Mr. Smith. I think it was borne in mind; yes, sir.' 

Senator Thompson. Do you remember any instance where an ap- 
pUcation for the location of a saloon at the end of an alley, or near an 
alley, was denied because of one of the members objecting? 

Mr. Smith. I do not recall any such. 

Senator Thompson. There was no time when a saloon applied for 
a Kcense near one of these places where the people live in tnese holes 
in buildings — ^you might say — ^when a single member obiectdd? 

Mr. Smith. If any such had, there would be no Hcense there. There 
was no objection. 

Senator Thompson. And you think the location of a saloon right 
at the mouth of one of these worst slum districts — as in the case of 
the F. A. Sulhvan place^ for instance, at 1016 First Street, where the 
entrance was moved off of the slum side and put aroimd on the other 
side — ^is justifiable imder this law? 

Mr. Smith. I think it is justifiable; yes, sir. Our acts seem to 
justify it. 

Senator Thompson. In so far as this board is concerned, that pro- 
vision ^f the law has been a dead letter, has it not ? 

Mr. Smith. No. 

Senator Thompson. Did I not understand you to say that not a 
fflngle member of the board up to the present time had made an objec- 
tion imder this section of the law ? 

Mr. Smith. In the 112 cases of rejection there may be some objec- 
tion. I will have to look it up. 

Senator Thompson. But you have no recollection of any saloon 
applying for a location in any one of these especially objectionable 
sections covered by this law when there was any member of the 
board who objected ? 

Mr. Smith. I have no recollection. 

Senator Thompson. Do you recollect the saloon of M. J. Sheehan, 
at Second and H Streets NE., which is a residence section of the 
city ? To refresh your recollection it is right down imder the railroad 
tracks as they run into the depot, standing alone at the comer. 

Mr. Smith. Yes. That is on H Street. 

Senator Thompson. Do you remember the location of the house 
of the Little Sisters of the roor, right cater-comered across from that 
saloon ? 

Mr. Smith. Yes; on H Street. 

Senator Thompson. And there is a long line of residences on the 
other side of this saloon. Do you remermber that? There are resi- 
dences in there right across the street. 

Mr. Smith. Yes. 

Senator Thompson. Do you remember the protest filed in that 
case? 

Mr. Smith. I do not recall the protest. 

Senator Thompson. The saloon that is located out there is abso- 
lutely alone ? 

Mr. Smith. Yes, sir. 

Senator Thompson. Is it your construction of the provision of 
the law as to the location of saloons in residential sectionSi that a 
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saloon can be located like that, lig^t in a residence section, where 
there are no business houses of any kind except the saloon ? 
That provision reads [reading]: 

Provided, That no license shall be eranted for any saloon or barroom on any side of 
any square, block, or tract of land where less than 50 per centum of the foot frontage 
not indudmg saloons or hotels and dubs having barroom licenses under this section, 
18 used for business purposes; nor shall intoxicating liquors be sold at wholesale out- 
side of ^e businesB dismcts as above provided. 

Do you think that is a fair interpretation of that section of the 
law, to allow a saloon to be located where the only business property 
is that of that saloon, in a residence section ? 

Mr. Smith. We take it that the Union Station and the tracks 
thereto is a rather hve business, Senator. 

Senator Thompson. Do you count that as a business within the 
meaning of this law ? 

Mr. Smith. Yes, sir. 

Senator Thompson. You know this saloon is at least several blocks 
from the Union Station itself, do you not ? 

Mr. Smith. I do not think it is several blocks. 

Senator Thompson. There is no business at all, there are no houses 
of business, between the station and this saloon ? 

Mr. Smith. There is no house of business, but there is a situation 
used for business purposes — the railroad. 

Senator Thompson. Do you not think that that is a particularly 
objectionable place for the location of a saloon, at the underground 
passageway there ? 

Mr. Smith. It does not seem so. 

Senator Thompson. And in the face of the protests of the residents 
against the location of this place? 

Mr. Smith. I do not recall the protests. They are on file, if there 
are such. 

Senator Thompson. You remember that the rest of that block, 
either way, for that matter, is vacant so far as business houses are con- 
cerned ? The only business conducted there is that of the railroad ? 

Mr. Smith. South of H Street there is a vacant block. 

Senator Thompson. The only business there is that of the saloon, 
and these railroad tracks that nm into the depot a block or two away. 
The depot is two or three blocks away. 

Mr. Smith. The depot; yes — ^but the tracks. 

Senator Thompson. You consider those tracks constitute a business ? 

Mr. Smith. A business frontage. 

Senator Thompson. Within the contemplation of tlus act ? 

Mr. Smith. Yes, sir. 

(The witness was thereupon excused.) 

(At 1.20 o'clock p. m. the conmiittee took a recess until 3.30 
o'clock p. m.) 

AFTERNOON SESSION. 

The conmiittee reassembled, pursuant to the taking of the recess, 
at 3.30 o'clock p. m. 

Present: Senators Sheppard, Thompson, Jones, and Dillingham. 

The Chairman. The committee will come to order. I notice that 
the members of the excise board are here. If any one of them wishes 
to make a statement, we will be glad to hear him. 
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Mr. Smith. You are apparently, Mr. Chairman, about to close the 
taking of testimony to-day, and if so, with your permission we will 
go on. If not, I would rather have my colleagues later on read the 
testimony given by Mr. Wilson. 

The Chairman. I think we will try to close to-day, in view of the 
fact that Congress adjourns Thursday. 

Mr. Smith. With your permission, we wiU defer what we' have to 
say until a little later. 

The Chairman. Is Mr. Costello here, or is Mr. O'Connor here, or is 
Lieut. Duvall here? 

Mr. Duvall. I am here, sir. 

TESTIMONY OF MB. JAMES A. DUVALL. 

(The witness was sworn by the chairman.) 

The Chairman. Will you state your full name and occupation? 

Mr. Duvall. James A. Duvall; heutenant. Metropolitan police, 
sixth precinct. 

The Chairman. You are acquainted with O'Connor's saloon, in 
your precinct ? 

Mr. Duvall. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. The saloon of Jeremiah O'Connor? 

Mr. Duvall. Yes. 

The Chairman. What do you know about it. Lieutenant ? 

Mr. Duvall. In what respect, Mr. Chairman ? 

The Chairman. As to the manner in which it is conducted, as to 
whether it is frequented by a reputable class of people, etc. ? 

Mr. Duvall. So far as being conducted properly is concerned, I 
have nothing to say against it and its management; but the place is 
frequented by all classes of people, and a large per cent, I might say, 
are of a disreputable character. I would venture to say that from 
50 to 75 per cent of the patrons of this place and kindred places in 
this particular vicinity are disreputable people; that is, they are peo- 
ple of questionable character. 

The Chairman. Are they at all disorderly in this saloon, so far as 
you know? 

Mr. Duvall. Personally, I have never seen any disorder in it. 

The Chairman. So far as you know it has always been conducted 
in an orderly manner? 

Mr. Duvall. So far as the character of the patrons would permit, 
I have no doubt. 

The Chairman. That is sufficient. Lieutenant, unless you want to 
state something else. 

Mr. Duvall. There is nothing else that I know that I could en- 
lighten the comnfittee on. 

The Chairman. Do Chinamen frequent that place? 

Mr. Duvall. Personally, I do not believe that I could say I have 
ever seen a Chinaman enter or leave the place. I do not recall that I 
have. I may have, but I do not recall it. 

The Chairman. Does he conduct a restaurant there? 

Mr. Duvall. Who? 

The Chairman. O'Connor. 

Mr. Duvall. Not now; no. 

The Chairman. Do women enter O'Connor's place? 

Mr. Duvall. Not now, I think. 

The Chairman. Not now? 
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Mr. DuYALL. They did before this law went into effect. 

The Chairman, lliey did ? 

Mr. Dttvall. They had a place partitioned off on one side, just a 
kind of a little stall, where women would go up with a growler, and 
they would fill the growler and hand it out to them; and they were 
served in that way. I haye never seen or known of women drinking 
anything in the place. 

(The witness was thereupon excused.) 

TESTIMOlfY OF MB. JAMES F. BECKETT. 

(The witness was sworn by the chairman.) 

The Chaibman. What is your full name? 

Mr. Beckett. James F. Beckett. 

The Chaibman. Your occupation is what? 

Mr. Beckett. Priyate, Metropolitan police department. 

The Chaibman. What do you know about tferemiah O'Connor's 
barroom at No. 115 Four-and-arhalf Street? 

Mr. Beckett. I do not know much about it. I have been on that 
beat, though, for years. I belieye the place is conducted all right. 

The Chaibman. Do women frequent it ? 

Mr. Beckett. Not now. 

The Chaibman. Did they once do so ? 

Mr. Beckett. Yes, Senator, they did; quite a number. 

The Chaibman. Before tlus law went into eflfect ? 

Mr. Beckett. Yes; before this law went into eflfect. 

The Chaibman. Up to the time that this law went into eflfect ? 

Mr. Beckett. Up to the time; yes, sir. 

The Chaibman. Do Chinamen go there ? 

Mr. Beckett. I haye neyer seen one there. 

The Chaibman. Do you know anything about the class of people 
that go there ? 

Mr. Beckett. Well, it is generally the working class of people, from 
my observation, and some few that are of bad character. 

The Chaibman. What about the reputation of O'Connor, person- 
ally? 

Mr. Beckett. As far as I know, aboye the ayerage. He is all right. 

The Chaibman. What is the reputation of his place ? 

Mr. Beckett. The reputation is, I would say, of good character, so 
far as his place is concerned. 

(The witness was thereupon excused.) 

TESTIMONY OF ME. EDWAED CUEEY. 

(The witness was sworn by the chairman.) 
The Chaibman. State your full name. 
Mr. Cubby. Edward Ciurry. 
The Chairman. What is your position? 
Mr. Cubby. Sergeant, Metropolitan pohce. 
The Chaibman. Are you acquainted with Jeremiah O'Connor ? 
Mr. Cubby. I am, sir. 

The Chaibman. Are you acquainted with his place at No. 115 
Four-and-a-half Street ? 
Mr. Cubby. Yes. 
The Chaibman. In what manner is the saloon conducted ? 
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Mr. Cubby. As goo d as any saloon can be conducted. 

The Chairman. What do you know about O'Conner personally? 

Mr. Cubby. O'Connor personally is a very good man. 

The Chaibman. Do men and women of questionable character 
frequent that place day and night? 

Mr. Cubby, oome men do; not women. 

The Chairman. Some men of questionable character? 

Mr. Cubby. Yes, sir. 

The Chaibman. Do you know whether O'Connor knows the char- 
acter of the people who frequent his place? 

Mr. Cubby. I do not know. 

The Chaibman. You say women do not go there ? 

Mr. Cubby. No, sir. 

The Chaibman. Did they once go there? 

Mr. Cubby. They once went there, but not to drink. They went 
there to buy Hquor; not in the barroom proper, but in a place in the 
back of the bar where they went in. 

The Chaibman. To buy it and take it away? 

Mr. Cubby. Yes. 

The Chaibman. Were they white women or colored women? 

Mr. Cubby. Mos fly colored. 

The Chaibman. What is the race of the patrons, mostly, of that 
saloon — ^white or colored ? 

Mr. Cubby. They are both white and colored, but I think there are 
-more colored than white. 

The Chaibman. I do not think it is necessary, Mr. O'Connor, to 
call these other people. There seem to be enough here. Sergeant 
Johnson will be excused if he is here. 

Is Mr. F. A. Sullivan here? 

Mr. Sullivan. Yes, sir. 

(The witness was thereupon excused.) 

TESTIMOlfY OF MB. FLOBEVCE A. SXTLLIVAV. 

(The witness was sworn by the chairman.) 

The Chaibman. State your name ? 

Mr. Sullivan. Florence A. Sullivan. 

The Chaibman. Where is your bar located ? 

Mr. Sullivan. At No. 1016 Fkst Street NE. 

The Chaibman. The committee wiU be very glad to hear any 
statement that you may want to offer regarding your place. 

Mr. Sullivan. I understood that there was an accusation made 
this morning by members of the investigating committee that I 
had closed an entrance on Tenth Street and opened one on First 
Street and so tried to evade the new law. 

The Chaibman. The statement was that apparently that had been 
done; that the appearance on that side of the saloon led to that con- 
clusion. 

Mr. Sullivan. I have been here for 13 years and there never has 
been an entrance there in my time. That entrance was closed 18 
years ago. 

The &AIBMAN. There was an entrance there at that time? 

Mr. Sullivan. A different business was conducted there then. I 
believe there was a grocery store there. 



Digitized by VjOOQIC 



EXOim BOABD OF THE IH8TBI0T OV COLUMBIA. 858 

The Chairman. Why is there a light over the place where that 
entrance was closed? 

Mr. SuLLiYAK. A light? 

The Chairman. Yes; is there not a light there? 

Mr. SuLUYAN. There is a light on the comer. 

The Chairman. Is it not just over the place where the entrance 
would come? 

Mr. Sullivan. I want the estahlishment known to the neighbor- 
hood r^ardless of what street you walk on. I think it is fair to have 
a Ught so as to display your business. 

Tne Chairman. One can see by looking at that side that there was 
an entrance there. 

Mr. Sullivan. There never has been since it has been a bar. 

The Chairman. I say there was an entrance there at one time; you 
can see that. 

Mr. Sullivan. I never have seen one there. 

The Chairman. You never saw the entrance ? 

Mr. Sullivan. No, sir. 

The Chairman. But you can see from the appearance of that wall 
that there was an entrance there, and that it has been closed. 

Mr. SuLiJVAN. Yes. 

The Chairman. That is all the member of the committee stated. 
You state that the entrance was closed before you came there ? 

Mr. Sullivan. Yes- and before my predecessor came there. 

The Chairman. Before your predecessor came there, you say? 

Mr. Sullivan. Yes: about 18 years ago. 

The Chairman. Dia the man who cK)sed it run the place as a 
saloon ? 

Mr. Sullivan. I do not know who closed it, but I imagine it was 
dosed by my predecessor. 

The C^irman. You imagine that it was closed by your prede- 
cessor? 

Mr. Sullivan. Yes. 

The Chairman. Who was he ? 

Mr. Sullivan. John J. Sulhvan. 

The Chairman. Was he any relation of yours ? 

Mr. Sullivan. Yes. 

The Chairman. What relation ? 

Mr. Sullivan. First cousin. 

The Chairman. That is about all that was stated regarding that 
entrance. 

Mr. Sullivan. That is the only explanation I have got to oflfer. 
I want to state that that entrance has not been closed by me, but I 
have conducted business for 13 years there, in a proper, orderly 
fashion, and never had a poUce report against me up to tnis present day. 

(The witness was thereupon excused.) 

TESTIMGlfY OF MB. PATBICK JOSEPH McDOVALD. 

(The witness was sworn by the chairman.) 
The Chairman. What is your full name ? 
Mr. McDonald. Patrick Joseph McDonald. 
The Chairman. Where is your place of business ? 
Mr. McDonald. 643 Pennsylvania Avenue. 
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The Chaibman. We will be glad to hear anything you may have to 
say regarding your place ? 

Mr. McDonald. 1 have not anything to say, only I heard that 
there was some talk and my name was brought up here this morning, 
and I am up here to answer any questions you might ask me in r^ara 
to that place and how I bougnt it and wnat I paid for it. I heard 
that there was some talk about it up here this morning^ and I wanted 
to explain to you how I did buy it and how I paid for it. 

The Chaibman. I think the only question regarding your place 
this morning was as to the system of measurement by the board 
between your saloon and the cnurch. 

Mr. McDonald. Senator, you can measure that any way— I 
measured it twenty times before I bought the place — and it is over 
400 feet any way you measure it. I defy anybody to say that it is 
not, because it is. 

The Chaibman. That is sufficient. 

(The witness was thereupon excused.) 

TESTIMOITT OF MS. HEBBEBT W. KLIITE. 

(The witness was sworn by the chairman.) 

The Chaibman. What is your business ? 

Mr. Kline. I am superintendent of the Gospel Mission. 

The Chaibman. Are there some saloons within 400 feet of your place f 

Mr. Kline. There were, but there are not now. We are situated 
in what we may call a dangerous section of the city, and there were 35 
saloons within three blocfe of our mission before the excise law was 

Sut in effect. Thirteen of them have been removed, but it is still 
angerous. Our mission is located in a section that is more or les8 
inhabited now by the ex-inhabitants of the former red-light district, 
and Mr. O'Connor's saloon on Four-and-a-half Street and the Phila- 
delphia House and the saloon of M. J. Lynch are saloons that cater 
to the vilest of the vile and the weakest of the weak. Mr. O'Connor's 
saloon seems to be patronized chiefly by about 50 per cent of colored 
patrons, and a large per cent of the white patrons are men who are 
continually sent to the workhouse for drunken and disorderly conduct. 

The Chaibman. What opportimities have you to know what dass 
of people they are? 

Mr. Kline. Living there and noticing. 

The Chaibman. Where do you live? 

Mr. Kline. Right on the same street, within eyesight of this 
saloon; and I have noticed men which we call panhandlers, which 
make a business of nothing but begging, which come to our mission, 
and thejr are his greatest patrons; and 1 have seen men stagger from 
our mission door that comd hardly walk to get across the street, go 
right across and into' O'Connor's saloon to drink. The men of the 
poUce force are not allowed to go iq there to make arrests; it seems 
that it is orders from headquarters that they shall not; but there are 
more arrests made at the patrol box opposite his saloon than at any 
five other patrol boxes in the city of Washington. 

The Chaibman. How far is it from your mission to his saloon? 

Mr. Kline. About 600 feet. The Philadelphia House is within 
100 feet of one of the worst slum courts of the city. Mr. O'Connor's 
saloon is on an alley that is inhabited by two or three families, and 
the rear entrances of those vile places on Missouri Avenue run in, and 
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I will say tliat of the whisky bottles that we pick up around the 
mission and around the neignborhood, 75 per cent of those bottles 
that are sold in the bottle trade to these people have Mr. O'Connor^s 
name on the label. We believe, because of the viciousness of that 
nei^borhood and the bad repute of it, it being known as the Bowery 
of Washington, that all saloons from Sixth Street to the Capitol 
ought to be ehminated because of the notoriety of the neighborhood 
and the inhabitants and denizens of the place, and for protection of 
the few decent people that live in that neighborhood. The decent 
neighborhood is chieflv made up of foreigners, of Greeks and Italians; 
and in Jackson Hall Court, where the houses are insanitary 

The Chairman. Is that court near the Philadelphia House ? 

Mr. Kx.iNE. That is near the Philadelphia House, and the little 
children there have to put up with the obnoxious scenes of drunken 
men and women that come into that court, and drink whisky 
from bottles, and fight, and we have seen oflBicers bringing out of that 
court women with their throats cut, and officers frequently carry 
women out of there to the patrol wagons or take them to the patrol 
box a block and a half from that place. 

The Chaibman. How far is Jackson Court from O^Connor^s place ? 

Mr. Kline. From O'Connor's place it is bevond the 400-foot limit, 
but it is right on an inhabited court, and it & an alley where depre- 
dations are committed eyery night, and at the closing hours of tnese 
saloons I have seen as hish as three patrolmen and two detectives 
and two bicycle officers there, compelled to be there to keep order. 
That shows the viciousness of these people. I have seen two patrol 
wagons come up there and be filled with people and take them off 
inside of a half an hour on Saturday night. 

The Chaibman. Taken from where ? 

Mr. Kline. Taken from in front of O'Connor's saloon and the 
Philadelphia House and from in front of the cheap Chinese restau- 
rants there. The only officer I ever heard preach a sermon was one 
of the officers that took up the people that these saloons spew out 
there at night, and he begged the people to go home, and to remember 
the Sabbafli day and keep it holy. 

The Chairman. Have you ever been taken in the patrol wagon ? 

Mr. Kline. Yes. 

The Chairman. Why? 

Mr. Kline. I would be glad to have that case transferred from 
the police court and tried by this committee. 

The Chairman. Yes; but it is nothing but fair that you should 
answer these questions. You made the other statements about these 
other people. 

Mr. Kline. It happened that an officer arrested several men— I 
believe drunken men — that came from O'Connor's saloon, and in 
taking them to the station house it seemed that they were anxious 
to fill up the patrol wagon, and they stopped before my mission and 
took up a man that I had sent to work that day at the George Wash- 
ington University. He was a sober man, and he had worked all day 
and had just eaten his evening lunch at our restaurant and had 
stepped outside at the moment that patrol wagon was coming up 
the street. The officer jumped off the patrol wagon and arrested 
that innocent man. I remonstrated witn the officer and told him 
that he was arresting a man who was no vagrant or drunkard, but 

84513»— S. Doc. 981, 63-3 24 



Digitized by VjOOQIC 



356 EXCISE BOABD OF THE DISTBICT OF COLUMBIA. 

who had worked that day, and instantly the officer threw me m the 
wagon and said, ^*You go too/' 

The Chairman. Oh, 1 see. 

Senator Jones. Did you make your protest to the excise board 
before these Hcenses were granted ? 

Mr. Kline. Yes. 

The Chairman. I have here a letter from Mr. Jeremiah A. Cos- 
tello, which reads as follows: 

Washington, D. C., Febnmry 28, 1915. 
Hon. Morris Sheppard, 

Chairman Committee Investigating Excise Board,' 

United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Sir: I respectfully request a hearing b.efore vour honorable committee for the 
purpose of rebutting the testimony of Mr. Albert Shoemaker, attorney for the Anti- 
Saloon Lea^e, regardii^ the proxmiity of my place of business to a "now estabUahed 
house of rehgious worship," and respectfully request that you subpoena the following: 

Mr. Harry Seamark, Sixth and G Streets NW. 

Mr. David Gatti, 706 Eleventh Street NvV. 

Rev. B. Lambrides, 423 Massachusetts Avenue NW. 

Mr. P. K. Chaconis, 943 Massachusetts Avenue NW. 
Very respectfully, yours, 

J. A. COSTELLO. 

Is Mr. Costello here ? 
Mr. Costello. Yes; I am here. 

The Chairman. Do you wish to say something before I call for 
these witnesses ? 
Mr. Costello. I do. 

The Chairman. I believe you have been on the stand before? 
Mr. Costello. No; I have not. 
(The witness was thereupon excused.) 

TESTIMOinr OF MB. JEBEMIAH A. COSTELLO. 

(The witness was sworn by the chairman.) 

The Chairman. What is you? address ? 

Mr. Costello.- Sixth and G Streets NW. 

The Chairman. That is where your barroom is located? 

Mr. Costello. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. Very well; we will hear what you have to say re- 
garding this. 

Mr. Costello. Senator, I should Uke to refute Mr. Shoemaker's 
statement as to the alleged church across the street from our place. 

The Chairman. Very well; let us hear what you have to say. 

Mr. Costello. Mr. Shoemaker said that we were directly opposite 
a church, or within 100 feet of a church. I understand that the law 
is that a saloon shall not be within 400 feet of an established house 
of rehgious worship. I understand that rehgious worship is carried 
on in practically every house. My house has rehgious worship. The 
particular house of worship in question is a business place, pure and 
simple. 

The Chajrman. What house is that ? What is it ? 

Mr. Costello. It is a house occupied by Mr. Seamark, automobile 
and motor-cycle findings, the largest bicycle estabhshment in Wash- 
ington. He occupies the ground floor of that building and the build- 
ing adjoining. The upper portion of that building is a hall, the same 
as is above my ownplace. 

The Chairman. Wnat congregation occupies it? 
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Mr. CosTELLO. There is a Greek congregatioQ occupies it. 

The Chairman. How long have they occupied it ? 

Mr. CosTELLO. They have been there, I think, two or three years; 
possibly longer. They are there only temporarily. 

The Chairman. How was it occupied before they had it ? 

Mr. CosTELLO. Originally it was a Jew synagogue, and they sold 
the property to Gatti, and he remodeled the property and rented 
the ground floor to Seamark, and the upper floor he kept for lodge 
purposes, or whatever purposes he could get tenants for it for^ He 
got as tenants that Greek congregation. I do not know how often 
they meet; Sundays usually. 

The Chairman. Do any lodges meet up there? 

Mr. CosTELLO. Not that I Imow of. 

The Chairman. It is rented solely by this Greek congregation? 

Mr. CosTELLO. Yes, I believe they are the only tenants upstairs. 

The Chairman. Do you know the size of that congregation ? 

Mr. CosTELLO. I presume all the Greeks in Washington are in it. 
I do not believe there is another Greek church in Washmgton. 

The Chairman. That is the only Greek church in Wasnington ? 

Mr. CosTELLO. That is, as I imderstand it. * 

The Chairman. Is there anything else ? 

Mr. CosTELLO. Only that Mr, Shoemaker said there was a little 
bicycle shop in the basement of this building occupied as a church. I 
claim this is a big bicvcle establishment on the ground floor, with a 
little hall upstairs used for such religious purposes as any hall might 
be occiipiea for. 

The Chairman . Is the room on the ground floor larger than the room 
occupied for religious purposes upstairs ? 

Mr. CosTELLO. Most assuredly. It takes the ground floor of that 
building and that floor of the adjoining building. 

The Chairman. It is in the adjoining building also ? 

Mr. CosTELLO. Yes. 

The Chairman. What I mean is, In that building is the bicycle shop 
larger, or is the part occupied for religious purposes larger ? 

Mr. CosTELLO. They are both of the same size, I presume. 

The Chairman. Are they of the same height? 

Mr. CosTELLO. I do not know about that. I do not know the 
dimensions or measurements of the rooms; but I presume they are 
the same size. 

I wiU state that we have a church closer than that. We have one 
right over my place — a Catholic Italian church They are going to 
meet there next Thursday. 

The Chairman. You mean over your place of business ? 

Mr. CosTELLO. Yes; over my place of Dusiness. We rent to other 
lodges, and we do not consider it an established place of religious 
worship, because we rent to transient tenants. 

Senator Jones. The other is not very transient. It has been 
there three or four years. 

Mr. CosTELLO. The pastor, I believe, is present. I think they are 
onVy there until thw get a more suitable place. 

Senator Jones. They are there and have been there two or three 
years? 

Mr. CosTELLO. I do not know how long. 

Senator Jones. You do not know how long, but it is three or four 
years? 
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Mr. CosTELLO. Yes; it is three or four years. 

Senator Jones. It is fitted up as a regular church place? The 
•windows look like church windows. 

Mr, CosTELLO. Yes. 

Senator Jones. They have an entrance from the outside going 
directly into the church ? 

Mr. CosTELLO. Yes; there is no question about that. 

The Chairman. That is all the committee wishes to ask, unless 
you want to add something. 

Mr'. CosTELLO. There is nothing further, Senator. 

(The witness was thereupon excused.) 

TESTIMONY OF REV. B. LAMBBIDES. 

<The witness was sworn by the chairman.) 

The Chairman. Will you need an interpreter ? 

Mr. Lambrides. I think so. 

(The witness testified in part through Peter K. Chaconas, acting 
as interpreter, and in part directly.) 

The Chairman. How long has your congregation occupied its 
present quarters ? 

Mr. Lambrides. I do not know exactly how long, because I have 
only been here, in place of another minister, about six months. 

The Chairman. You do not know how long the congregation has 
Jbeen there ? 

Mr. Lambrides. No, sir; because I have only been here in place 
of another minister, who went back to Greece, and I am just here on 
his part until he comes back. 

The Chairman. Did you understand the testimoxiy that Mr. Cos- 
teUo gave a few moments ago ? 

Mr. Lambrides. Yes; lunderstand. 

The Chairman. You occupy the upper room that was referred to 
by Mr. CosteUo ? 

Mr. Lambrides. Yes. 

The Chairman. That is a Greek church ? 

Mr. Lambrides. Yes. 

The Chairman. Is it the only Greek church in Washington? 

Mr. Lambrides. Yes; the only Greek church here. 

The Chairman. What is the size of the congregation — how many 
members have you? 

Mr. Lambrides. About 250 members. 

The Chairman. Do you know about the size of the church room? 

Mr. Lambrides. It is some larger than this room. 

The Chairman. It is somewhat larger than this committee room 
in which we are holding this hearing ? 

Mr. Lambrides. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. How often do you hold services? 

Mr. Lambrides. Every Sunday. 

The Chairman. Mornmg and night? 

Mr. Lambrides. Mornings, yes; and sometimes on week days. On 
every Greek hoUday, whatever day it is in the year. 

The Chairman. Is this what is known as the Greek Catholic church ? 

Mr. Lambrides. It is the Greek order of CathoHcs, known by that 
name. 

The Chairman. That is all. 

<The witness was thereupon excused). 
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TESTIMOVT OF MB. HAEBT F. SEAMABK. 

(The witness was sworn by the chainnan.) 

The Chairman. State your name and address, please. 

Mr. Seamabk. Harry F. Seamark; southeast comer of Sixth and 
G Streets NW. 

The Chairman. Do you own the property occupied by this Greek 
church that you have just heard testified about? 

Mr. Seamark. No; I rent it. 

The Chairman. You rent it ? 

Mr. Seamark. The lower section. 

The Chairman. You rent the bicycle and automobile shop under 
the church ? 

Mr. Seamark. Yes; imdemeath the church. 

The Chairman. About what is the size of the room you occupy as 
compared with the church room in that one building ? 

Mr. Seamark. It is practicaQy the same, with the exception of the 
space of the steps that lead up into the second floor; about 60 feet 
long and about 22 feet wide. 

Ine Chairman. Is the height about the same ? 

Mr. Seamark. I have never been upstairs. I should imagine it 
would be about the same. 

The Chairman. You have never been upstairs ? 

Mr. Seamark. No, sir. 

The Chairman. How long have you been in business there ? 

Mr. Seamark. I have been there five years. 

The Chairman. How long has this Greek church been there ? 

Mr. Seamark. I do not Know whether it is the same particular 
church which has been there since I have been there or not. We 
had the lower section remodeled when we moved from Sixth and F 
to Sixth and.G Streets. 

The Chairman. The lower section was remodeled ? 

Mr. Seamark. Yes. 

The Chairman. But the upper section was not ? 

Mr. Seamark. I do not believe that was touched. 

The Chairman. Who owns the property ? 

Mr. Seamark. Gatti owns the place, and when I moved there it 
was the understanding I was to nave the second floor; but owing 
to the fact that the people who had it were waiting to accumulate 
money enough to move out, I did not get it; and then this war came 
on, and I think whatever money they nad they loaned to the Greek 
Government, and that simply kept them from getting out and getting 
a new place, and Mr. Gatti remodeled the next place for me, so that 
I would have enough room. 

The Chairman, i ou have been there six years ? 

Mr. Seamark. Yes. 

The Chairman. And this same Greek church was there when you 
moved in ? 

Mr. Seamark. I could not tell vou whether it was the same church. 

The Chairman. It was a Greet church ? 

Mr. Seamark. I do not know. Somebody occupied it. They 
only use it on Sunday, and we are not open on Sunday. 

The Chairman. Do you remember when it was a Jewish synagogue i 

Mr. Seamark. Yes; about 25 years ago. 
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The Chairman. You do not know when it ceased to be a Jewish 
synagogue and became a Greek church ? 

Mr. Seamark. I recall when they moved the church up to Sixth 
and I Streets. 

The Chairman. Do you know when they moved it? 

Mr. Seamark. That has been 10 years ago. 

The Chairman. You do not know whether the present church took 
possession there then or not, but you do know that the church was 
there when you moved there six years ago ? 

Mr. Seamark. There was some organization there. Whether it 
was the Greek Church or not, I do not know. 

The Chairman. You know there is a Greek Church there now, do 
you not ? 

Mr. Seamark. Yes. 

The Chairman. But you do not know how long this present con- 
gregation has been there and occupying it ? 

Mr. Seamark. No, sir. 

Senator Jones. But it was being occupied as a church when you 
went in ? 

Mr. Seamark. I presume for religious services ? 

Senator Jones. And has been ever since? 

Mr. Seamark. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. That is all. 

We issued a subpoena for Mr. Gatti, but I am informed through 
the Serjeant at Arms' oflBice that they could not find him. 

(The witness was thereupon excused.) 

TESTIMONY 0^ MB. PETEB K. CHAGONAS. 

(The witness was sworn by the chairman.) 

The Chairman. What is your full name ? 

Mr. Chacon AS. Peter K. Chaconas. 

The Chairman. What is your residence ? 

Mr. Chaconas. I am a grocer. I live at No. 943 Massachusetts 
Avenue. 

The Chairman. Is that where you live and have your business? 

Mr. Chaconas. No, sir; that is where I Hve. My business is that 
of a grocer, at Ninth Street and Louisiana Avenue. 

The Chairman. Your business is at Ninth Street and Louisiana 
Avenue, and your residence is at No. 943 Massachusetts Avenue? 

Mr. Chaconas. That is right. 

The Chairman. What do you know about the location of this 
Greek Church we have just been talking about ? 

Mr. Chaconas. I know the location is right on the comer, and 
there has been a Greek Church there; the only Greek Church that 
we have in the city of Washington. 

The Chairman. Are you a member of that congregation ? 

Mr. Chaconas. I am a member and one of the committee. 

The Chairman. You are an officer of that church? 

Mr. Chaconas. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. How long have you been an officer of the church? 

Mr. Chaconas. Three years, and this is the second term. It is 
going on to three and a half years. 

The Chairman. Does the place you hold in the church correspond 
to that of steward in some of our Protestant churches ? What is 
the character of your office ? 
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Mr. Chaconas. We control the church — I mean the affairs^ the 
money part. 

The Chairman. Trustee ? 

Mr. Chaconas. Trustee; yes, sir. 

The Chairman. How long has this present congregation been util- 
izing that building in thfit w.ay ? 

Ikfr. Chaconas. So far as I know, it is over five or six — near to 
seven— -years. 

Tlie CHAIRMAN. How long have you been in Washington? 

Mr. Chaconas. I have been here 18 years. 

The Chairman. Have you had a Greek church here all that time t 

Mr. Chaconas. We had one since 13 years ago — 13 or 14 years ago. 

The Chairman. When it first started, what building did it occupy? 

Mr. Chaconas. It was in a building on Seventh and Louisiana 
Avenue. 

The Chairman. You moved from there to this present place ? 

Mr. Chaconas. No; we moved from there to No. 600-and-some- 
thing C Street, on the top floor, and then the committee taken this 
place that we have now, and moved in there, and we have been there 
ever since. 

The Chairman. You have been there some five or six years ? 

Mr. Chaconas. Yes; it is over five years, I am sure. 

The Chairman. What is the size of the congregation ? 

Mr. Chaconas. I do not know exactly the size, but it is a great 
deal lai^er than this room. 

The (Sairman. I say, what is the size of the congregation — ^what 
is the number of members ? 

Mr. Chaconas. Oh, the number of members? 

The Chairman. I think your pastor testified it was 250? 

Mr. Chaconas. Two hundred and fifty to 270 now, at the present 
time, that belong in it. 

The Chairman. Is there another saloon near you besides Mr. 
Costello's? 

Mr. Chaconas. I do not know. 

The Chairman. Is there one across the street from Costello's ? 

Mr. Chacon AS.. I do not think so; no. I know there is not. 
There used to be a drug store, and there is a fruit store there now. 
I do not know of any saloon. 

The Chairman. Do you consider that the church is permanently 
located there? 

Mr. Chaconas. Well, I do not consider that, because there is a 
committee out now trying to buy a piece of property to build a 
church on. 

The Chairman. You are considering buying property somewhere 
else? 

Mr. Chaconas. Yes; but when, I can not tell. 

The Chairman. When, you cnn not tell? 

Mr. Chaconas. No, sir. 

The Chairman. What progress have you made toward raising the 
necessary funds ? 

Mr. Chaconas. Oh, the funds can easily be raised if they find a 
locality they want. 

The Chairman. The trouble, then, is rather in finding a suitable 
location than in raising the funds ? 
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Mr. Chaconas. I suppose so. 

The Chairmak. Have you a lease there, or are you just renting 
from month to month or from year to year ? 

Mr. Chaconas. We had a lease, but the lease expired about seven 
months ago, and we are there just as monthly tenants, but with the 
imderstanding that they can stay there as long as they want to. 

Senator Jones. Who was in this before you went in ? Did you 
succeed the Jewish congregation ? 

Mr. Chaconas. No. 

Senator Jones. Who was occupying the place before you went inf 

Mr. Chaconas. I do not know. I could not tell. I was not one 
of the committee at that time. 

The Chairman. That will be all, Mr. Chaconas. All the witnesses 
who have been examined may be excused. 

(The witness was thereupon excused.) 

TESTIMOmr OF MISS SALINDA A. WILMOT. 

(The witness was sworn by the chairman.) 

The Chairman. What is your full name, please ? 

Miss WiLMOT. Salinda A. Wilmot. 

The Chairman. Where do you Uve ? 

Miss Wilmot. 2618 Thu-teenth Street. 

The Chairman. What is your business ? 

Miss Wilmot. The Temple School of Shorthand and Typewriting. 

The Chairman. Are you the proprietor of that school ? 

Miss Wilmot. I am one of the proprietors. 

The Chairman. WlQ you state the location of your school? 

Miss Wilmot. It is at No. 1417 G Street. 

The Chairman. What saloons is it near ? 

Miss Wilmot. McMillen s is two doors away. 

The Chairman. Two doors away ? 

Miss Wilmot. Yes; they are No. 1421. 

The (^AIRMAN. How much of that building do you occupy? 

Miss Wilmot. The whole building, except two rooms ana the caf6 
on the first floor. We have nothing to do with that. 

The Chairman. What is the size of that building; how many 
stories has it ? . 

Miss Wilmot. Five stories. We have four stories, except two rooms. 

The Chairman. How many students have you? 

Miss Wilmot. In the wintertime, about this time, we average 
from 450 to 500. 

The Chairman. Is your school continuous throughout the year? 

Miss Wilmot. Throughout the year. In the summer time, it 
would average about 250 to 300; and it is day and night, as well. 

The Chairman. Day and night? 

Miss Wilmot. Yes. 

The Chairman. Both sexes are represented? . 

Miss Wilmot. Yes; and the average age in the day time from 16 to 
25, and at night from about 20 to 45. The average is some place in 
there. 

The Chairman. Did you protest against the renewal of the license 
for this saloon? 

Miss Wilmot. Yes, we did. 
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The Chairman. And against its establishment in the neighbor- 
nood? 

Miss WiLMOT. Very vigorously. We were the main protestants. 
We felt that it was a little too near for so many young men. 

The Chairman. How long has your school been established ? 

Miss WiLMOT. We have been established 12 years this coming 
September. 

The Chairman. Have you been running there at that place for 12 
years? 

Miss Welmot. No; we have been here nearly seven years. 

The Chairman. At this present place nearly seven years ? 
. Miss WiLMOT. Yes, and we were here seven years m No. 1421, in 
the building in which the saloon is now located, and several years over 
Gasch & Bu^e, on New York Avenue, when we first started. Each 
time we moved we had outgrown the place where we were located at 
that time. 

The Chairman. Did you testify at the hearing before the excise 
board? 

Miss WiLMOT. Yes, both Miss Stevens and I testified, and several 
of our teachers. 

The Chairman. And your testimony was similar to what you have 
given here ? 

Miss Welmot. To what I have given now? 

The Chairman. Yes. 

Miss WiLMOT. Yes. 

The Chairman. Did the owner of the property also testify ? 

Miss WiLMOT. Yes; Mr. Gardner owns the ground and Judge Kim- 
ball owns the building, and they were both down there. 

The Chairman. They both protested ? 

Miss WiLMOT. They both protested as vigorously as we did. 

The Chairman. How many other saloons are near you ? 

Miss WiLMOT. Opposite us I think is one, in the Kiggs Building. 

The Chairman. Across the street ? 

Miss WiLMOT. Yes. We did not protest the granting of that 
license because they were there before we were, and we felt that we 
had no right to interfere with a business that was already estab- 
lished; and besides, it was across the street. We had no business to 
move there if we minded what was there already. 

Then there is one back of us; one, two doors above, which is Mo- 
MiUen's; one on Fifteenth Street between F and G, I think; and 
some others, but I do not locate them particularly. 

The Chairman. You protested mainly against McMillen ? 

Miss WiLMOT. Yes; against the unnecessary proximity. 

The Chairman. There are several saloons within 400 feet of your 
school? 

Miss WiLMOT. Yes; but we did not consider it was quite the thing 
to grant a license when the others were there abeady. That seemed 
going out of the way to grant a hcense. 

The Chairman. What proportion of your students is male and 
what proportion is female ? 

Miss WiLMOT. In the daytime there are more female and at night 
there are more male students. I suppose there are 75 per cent of 
males at night and about 75 per cent of females in the daytime. 

The Chairman. Is there not another business school near you ? 
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Mis3 WiLMOT. There is a small school that has just moved there. 
You could hardly call it a business school. 

The Chairman. How is that? 

Miss WiLMOT. I say you could hardly call it a business school. 

The Chairman. It is a shorthand school, is it not? 

Miss WiLMOT. It is teaching shorthand and typewriting, but it is 
not large enough to be called a school yet. 

The Chairman. It does not go into the other branches of business 
and training ? 

Miss WiLMOT. I think not; yes. We are very careful to know 
nothing about our competitors. 

The Chairman. What lines does your school cover ? 

Miss WiLMOT. Shorthand and typewriting, and preparation for 
civil-service examinations. Most of our people go into the Govern- 
ment service. We do not driU much for commercial positions; we 
drill for a higher class of work than that. 

The Chairman. Do you teach mathematics and English ? 

Miss WiLMOT. Yes; English and spelling. 

The Chairman. The common branches of academic training ? 

Miss WiLMOT. We do not go into the lower grade or high-school 
work, because people who come to us have had that already. 

The Chairman. It is mainly mathematics and English for business 
purposes? 

Miss WiLMOT. No; it is principally for civil-service positions; 
positions under the Government. 

The Chairman. What is the length of the course you giv^ there! 

Miss WiLMOT. It depends on the skill the pupils show. It is any- 
thing from eight months to a year. 

The Chairman. Do you give a diploma ? 

Miss WiLMOT. Yes; but it is not given for length of time; it is 
given for degree of skill. 

The Chairman. That is aU. 

The Chairman. Is there anyone here who wishes to go on the stand 
to testify in relation to the matters that have been brought out here? 

Mr. CooKE. I should like to take the stand, Mr. Chauman. 

(The witness was thereupon excused.) 

TESTIMONY OF ME. LEVI COOKE. 

(The witness was affirmed by the chairman.) 

The Chairman. State your fuU name and address. 

Mr. Cooke. Levi Cooke. I have an office in the Union Trust 
Building, Washington, D. C. * 

The Chairman. What is your business ? 

Mr. Cooke. I am an attorney at law. I am in general practice, 
but I am general, counsel for the national distillers' organization 
and wholesale liquor dealers' organization. 

The Chairman. Do you represent any other liquor dealers? 

Mr. Cooke. I took employment from the Federation of Retail 
Liquor Dealers of the District of Columbia after the passage of the 
Jones- Works Act. My reason for taking that employment was on 
account of the form of the reauest which was made to me by the 
officers of that association. Aoout the same time I counseled the 
Association of Wholesale Liquor Licensees in the District of Colum- 
bia under very similar circumstances. 
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The Chairman. How long have you been an attorney for the 
national distillers ? 

Mr. Cooke. Since September 23, 1910. 

The Chairman. How long have you been in practice ? 

Mr. CooKE. I was admitted to tne bar of the District of Columbia 
m 1906. 

The Chairman. Are you a native of the District of Columbia? 

Mr.GooKE. I was bom in southern Ohio. 

The Chairman. When did you come to the District ? 

Mr. Cooke. I came to the District of Columbia in 1903. 

The Chairman. Any statement that you have to oflfer we shall be 
' to receive. 

Mr. Cooke. The circumstances imder which I was employed by both 
of the associations of local licensees wwe these: The Jones- Works 
Act — the Jones- Works section of the District of Columbia appropri- 
ation act was realized to -make an entire change in the licensing 
system of the District of Columbia. The previous act had allowea 
ail unrestricted number of licenses based upon a kind of local op- 
tion system, by the terms of which licenses were issued upon tne 
consent of a certain number of property holders resident in the 
neighborhood of the places to be licensed. The Jones- Works Act 
in its fundamental principle was one of high license, restricted 
Kcense, and the issuance of license by a board having discretion 
within the terms of the restrictions in the act. It was realized by 
those who were licensed under the old act and who hoped to be 
licensed under the new act that the enforcement of the law would 
depend largely upon the conduct of business by those who should 
be licensed, and great anxiety was expressed on the part both of 
the wholesale licensees and ol those wno were expecting to secure 
retail licenses to have the law thoroughly enforced so far as it lay 
within the power of the Ucensees, and thev were very anxious to 
secure counsel on the terms of the law itself and to receive advice 
as to policy, and to bring their business in compUance with the act. 

I made an arrangement with the Federation of Retail Liquor 
Dealers by which I was to coimsel them on matters of poUcy under 
the act. 1 was to give them what advice I could on the terms of the 
law. I was to represent no individuals in seeking licenses and was 
to have nothing to do with the matter of individual licenses. My 
work was to be confined simply to general matters under the act 
involving construction of the law and affecting the whole body of 
licensees as a class. I served the federation in that capacity and 
did the work largely on account of the interest which I have taken on 
account of the study I have given to the general subject of liquor 
regulation throughout the United States. The question of Ucense 
and the whole liquor question I was interested in, and I was very 
anxious to do what I could both in the interests of this body and on 
account of the bearing that this situation here in this District might 
have on the development of the whole subject in the United States 
and to pay as close attention as I could to tne phases in this District 
of a high-license act, an unrestricted license act, and an act which 
contemplated the closest kind of regulation of the business of the 
licensee; and that was what the Jones-Works bill, as it was finally 
incorporated in the District of Columbia appropriation act of March 
4, 1913, had in it. 
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The act proposed that Ucenses should be restricted to 300 in num- 
ber; that hcenses should not be granted in certain restricted zones — 

The Chairman. You mean restricted to not exceeding 300 in num- 
ber, do you not ? 

Mr. CiooKE. That the excise board should not issue more than 300 
licenses in the District. That was the restriction in the number. 
Beyond 300 the excise boartl could not go. 

The Chairman. That was not a minimum figure, however? ' 

Mr. Cooke. The terms of the act are clear that they were to reduce 
the number of licenses in the District to not more than 300. 

The Chairman. They had the authority to reduce them to 100 if 
they so desired ? 

Mr. Cooke. Undoubtedly the excise board, acting imder the termg 
of the law, could have refused to issue a single license. They could 
have exercised the discretion which would have proceeded to the dis- 
appearing point. 

If I may make this statement at this time, it was the apparent 
purpose 01 the Anti-saloon League to secure that action on the part 
of tne excise board, because I understand from the records of the 
excise board that the Anti-saloon League protested against every 
license applied for — protested every hcense. There was not even a 
formal approval of a single one. 

I said that from my knowledge of the conduct of the Federation of 
Retail Liquor Dealers as expressed to me by their officers, the indi- 
vidual members of the association with whom I talked, and the 
other Ucensees, there was every effort and anxiety on the part of 
those who were licensed under the old law, and who held their licenses 
imtil November 1, 1914, and who were applying for licenses under the 
new act, to secure the best possible enforcement of the act, to observe 
its terms to the ultimate in the effort to give the law all the support 
that it could receive. 

I have very strong convictions upon the subject of the regulation 
of the distribution oi Uquors. I have firm convictions which I have 
reached after some years of study and consideration. I have no 
prejudices on the subject, I think, though I have been employed by 
the distillers and wholesale Uquor dealers and have recently attemptea 
to advise and help the licensees in this District. Undoubtedly, if 
my conviction is right that license, regulation, and control of the 
Uquor traffic are infinitely preferable to attempted total prohibition, 
the best results that can oe secured from that methoa of Hcense, 
regulation, and control, will be secured by cooperation on the part of 
those who eirforce the law and on the part of those who are licensed 
under the law, and especially on the part of the mass of the people 
for whose convenience the saloons are established, and for whose 
protection, forsooth, the regulation and the control are exerted. 

I may say that such effort was made on the part of the licensed 
dealers in the District of Columbia, anticipating licenses under the 
new act, to secure that cooperation as far as they were concerned. It 
was their full piupose to do so, so far as I know, and they have done 
their best to secure that result. 

The mass of the people have probably done their share, and, so far 
as the authorities are concerned in their functions, this investigation 
is largely directed to that subject, and I will not dicuss that imtiflater. 
I willsay this, however, that the Anti-Saloon League, as fi part of the 
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mass of the people, did not, so far as their conduct before the 
excise board was concerned, do their best to uphold the admin- 
istration of the law in a broad and sensible fashion. That is 
my judgment, and that was indicated by the invariable protests 
wnich were made against any licenses by the formal objection to 
ahnost any action of the excise board of the District of Columbia, 
which bore upon the administration of the act. It was realized that 
the reduction of the number of licenses from something over 500 to a 
maximmn, in any event, of 300, would result in a number of licenses 
being refused at the closing of the Hcense year, November 1, 1914, 
when the new act went fully into eflfect. 

Senator Thompson. How many Ucenses were issued under the old 
act, if you remember? 

Mr. Cooke. Some 520; in that neighborhood. I am not aware of 
the exact number in that last year. 

The Chairman. When you say reduced to a possible maximum of 
300 you are referring to bar-room licenses ? 

Mr. Cooke. -Bar-room, hotel, and club Ucenses. 

The Chairman. We have, as I imderstand, only 100 wholesale 
licenses in addition to the 300 retail licenses. 

Mr. Cooke. The law, however, makes no provision in regard to the 
maximum number of these licenses. I am referring at this time to 
the retail licenses. It was patent that when these licenses had been 
granted or rejected there would remain a stock of liquors, large or 
smaU, as the case might be, and it was necessary to make some dis- 
pensation of those liquors. It was suggested that I make appUcation 
to the board for some method by which those individuals who were 
refused licenses could dispose of the stocks of liquors on hand, and 
my recollection is that the Anti-Saloon League protested against any 
such disposition as that being made on the part of the board. It 
was not a vigorous protest, but it was none the less a protest. The 
action of the Anti-Saloon League in this respect might be explained 
by the fact that every member and every officer in the Anti-Saloon 
lieague is a prohibitionist. They are not in sympathy with the Jones- 
Wo3k excise law. No prohibitionist is in sympathy with any law 
which licenses, regulates, or controls the distribution of liquor, and 
he can not, in principle or reason, be in favor of such a law. 

Any laws that affect the people directly and come closely in con- 
tact with their daily life call for a certain amount of reason in their 
administration. The letter of the law can not be enforced absolutely 
and irrefragably; for even if aOTeed upon generally by anyone, no 
man agrees upon the absolutely certam construction and enforce- 
ment of any law of general regulation. A liquor law, a license law, 
can never be made the subject of agreement between extremists; 
and it appears to me that the Anti-Saloon League in its attitude 
toward tne excise law of the District of Columbia takes a position 
of extremity, the ultimate position, in the effort to secure prohibi- 
tion by virtue of the excise act, which certainly contemplated the 
Ifcensii^ of some saloons. 

The (SiAiRMAN. You say that in line with tJiat policy the Anti- 
saloon League protested against all licenses ? 

Mr. Cooke. That is my understanding, that an informal protest was 
made against every license. In some cases there was no vigorous, 
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determined opposition, but a formal protest similar to a general pro- 
test against all saloons was entered against every application for a 
license under the new act. Tiiat is a matter of record. 

I wish to say that in coming here as the representative of the Re- 
tail Liquor Dealers^ Federation I come on my own motion without 
consultation with that association, and I come under certain embar- 
rassment, for this reason. This is an investigation of the administra- 
tion of the excise law as conducted by the excise board. The com- 
mittee is authorized to investigate fuUjr into the manner in which 
the excise law, so called, is being administered in the District of 
Columbia. The Uquor dealers of the District of Columbia are not 
imder investigation and are not on trial. Their interests may be in- 
volved. I see a headUne in the Evening Star of February 27, to this 
effect: '^Say board's course is blow to liquor.'' 

It may be that the result of this investigation might affect the in- 
terests of the retail liquor dealers and other licensed dealers of the 
District of Columbia and that they would be primarily affected. 

The body of the article which has that headline suggests that, if 1 
might quote a sentence, as foUows [reading] : 

It was, however, predicted to-day at the Capitol that the report, which will be 
drawn by the Prohibitionist members of the committee, who have been conducting 
the inquiry, will be unfavorable to the board, on the ground that the evidence sub- 
mitted, while not showing any corruption, so far as the board is concerned, has in- 
dicated administrative ineffectiveness in handling the excise situation. 

It is also declared by those who have closely followed the hearings that the cause 
of prohibition for the District has been greatly advanced through the invest^ation. 

While the activities of, the conduct of business by, the excise board, 
are being investigated here bv this committee, it is not a matter of 
direct concern to the liquor dealers of the District of Columbia, and 
would not give them any necessary standing to take part in this 
investigation. 

There was, however, printed in the Washington Times of Satur- 
day, February 27, 1915, an editorial which, with the permission of 
the committee, I wiU read [reading]: 

THE EXCISE BOARD. 

The general atmosphere, quite as much as the testimony developed at the excue 
board inquiry, is bad. The Senators conducting the affair, as well as auditors from 
the outside, have been impressed all the way along that the general policy of the 
board has been to resolve all technicalities and uncertainties in favor oi the saloons, 
and, beyond that, to give encouragement to the business of devising uncertainties 
in order that they naight be settled in favor of the saloons. 

As much ingenuity as has been displayed on the side of the saloons, if exerted 
on the other side, by a board that wanted to drive saloons out of the town, would pretty 
nearly have accomplished that result. It would have been just as unfair to the law, 
just as misrepresentative of the law's intent, as has been the board's attitude of p^*- 
sistent favoritism toward the saloons. 

The law was not made for the purpose of driving the saloons out of the town; and 
no more was it made in the expectation that it would be stretched at every point to 
cover the needs of the saloons. It was not made to be a disguised prohibition meas- 
ure; neither was it intended to produce here the conditions of a wide-open city. It 
was intended to be administered equitably, fairly, and with simple common sense 
in mind. 

People who do not want this town to go dry will do well to gi^ e their attention to 
what is happening in this Senate inquiry. Tnisisnotime to co^erup; it is the time 
to let the wnole truth become known. The liquor interests can not afford to cast in 
its lot with a discredited excise board, and try to protect such a body. To do so will 
strengthen the argument of prohibitionists that tne liquor business is by instinct an 
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outlaw and that regulation of it ine itably leads to this sort of performances. The 
liquor business has need to con, ince the communitv that it can be legitimate, decent, 
and lawal iding; and the best friend of the local saloon men will be tnat one who will 
com ince them that a too friendly and acquiescent excise authority is going in the end 
to hurt them most. 

The powers of the Senate investigators are rather a ague. They can report what they 
find, and they can be confidently expected to report in terms whose condemnation 
of recent conditions will wear no veil. But the excise l>oard is appointed by the 
President and confirmed by the President. It is directly responsible only to the 
President, as the administrator of the laws. He can demand resignations, and if he 
doesn't get them can remo\ e offending appointees. 

If the committee please, that editorial following immediately upon 
the testimony taken on Friday afternoon last to the effect that the 
excise board nad been dominated bv the '* liquor interest/' whatever 
that may be, to my mind iustified an expression from me, not by 
direct authority of the retail licensees whom I represent but on my 
own authority, as to my understanding of this act, and as to the atti- 
tude of the fiquor dealers under the act, and without reference to 
whatever effect it might have upon the presentation of the case that 
had been made against the excise board or might be made by the 
excise board in its own behalf. 

There was a statement also in the Washington Times of Saturday 
to the effect that the report of this investigating committee would be a 
scathing denunciation of the methods of the excise board. 

The three things occurring in conjunction, the suggestion on 
Friday of domination of the board by the liquor interests, the sug- 
gestion in the editorial that the board had been discredited and that 
whatever liquor interest there was in the District of Columbia should 
not undertaKe in any way to express itself so that it might be con- 
sidered as an expression in any way supporting the position of a dis- 
credited excise board, and the expressions to tne effect that the com- 
mittee had already ascertained enough to justify very drastic action, 
impelled me, as a matter of my own sense of duty in the premises, to 
appear before the committee. 

It seems to me that the investigation which has been made has 
covered a very wide latitude; that it has not disclosed conduct in 
violation of the excise law by members of the board. My first state- 
ment regarding the attitude of the board toward this law is very 
largely supported by the investigation which the committee has so 
far made. The law has been complied with by the retail licensees 
and by the wholesale licensees. It will continue to be complied with 
by them, so long as they collectively and individually conform to 
their present policy with respect to the law. 

There have been three classes of witnesses examined, in a general 
^^Jy by this committee. There have been the two officers of the 
Anti-Saloon League, the president and the attorney, who have made 
their statements; there have been certain witnesses, I am told, who 
made applications for licenses and did not receive them, and who 
have made their statements; and there have been certain general 
witnesses who volunteered their statements in criticism of the excise 
board because their views, both on fact and law, had not been com- 
plied with by the board in its final action. 

The whole investigation before the committee has to a large extent 
come down to two things, the construction of the law by the excise 
board, and the action of the excise board in specific cases of its inter- 
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pretation of the law in matters of discretion in licensing individual 
places. I do not know whether they are many ox few. TL have seen 
the report of only one dav of the committee's investigation for dose 
examination, and have heard only Friday's hearing and to-day's 
hearing thus far, and it seems to me that no sound investigation can 
be made by this committee of the conduct of the excise board and 
indirectly of the business which has been conducted imder this act, 
unless the committee has a full and complete statement regarding the 
act. If they are to be criticized on their tenure of Ucense, 2 the entire 
trade, as suggested in the Star of Saturday evening, is by virtue of 
this investigation to be jeopardized as an institution on questions of 
law and construction oi the act of Congress, then this committee 
should, in justice to its own inquiry, have oefore it a full presentation 
of this law, before it determines that the excise board which w^ 
charged with the enforcement of the act has violated a single pro- 
vision of the act in granting a single Ucense or in doing certam other 
things within its jurisdiction. 

The act of Congress which is in issue was a section of a prohibition 
act. The section, one of many paragrai)hs, involves a complete 
transition in the licensing system of the District of Columbia. The 
construction of this act hinges in many respects upon the pre- 
ceding history of the legislation of the district of Columbia, and it is 
not a matter which an individual lawyer, by close apphcation, can 
fii^ familiarize himseK with, short of very careful study. 

The question of extent of discretion in the excise boara is a matter 
of law; and then the question of the meaning of that discretion be- 
comes again a question of law, after it is admitted to exist in the 
excise board. 

I do not myself wish to undertake to present to this committee the 
discussion of the law which I assure tne committee is an essential 
element in the record of these hearings before the committee proceeds 
to any final judgment as a result of its inquiry into the conduct of 
business by the excise board. 

Mr. Alexander H. Bell, of the District of Columbia bar, formerly 
president of the District of Columbia Bar Association, has made the 
most thorough study of this act that has been made bv any indi- 
vidual, so far as I know. He is familiar not only with this act, but 
with preceding acts in the District of Columbia, and in a study of 
this act he has considered especially its relationship to the system of 
law preceding it. 

Realizing the possible uncertainties of my position in discussing the 
general subject in this inquiry with the committee, in view of the fact 
that I held no brief whatever from the excise board and wished to hold 
no brief whatever from the excise board, but did wish that full and 
complete justice should be done under any circumstances and in any 
event by this committee, I requested Mr. feell, on account of his com- 
plete knowledge of the subject matter, in accommodation to me and 
upon my request alone, to make a statement to the committee regard- 
ing the various points in the act concerning which dispute has arisen 
before the committee, and on account of the attitude of the board 
upon which there might be a confusion in the minds of the committee 
as to the conclusion which it should reach regarding the subjects of 
its investigation. 
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I ask that the committee hear Mr. Bell on my request, and that he 
discuss before the conmiittee the disputed points of the act. 

Senator Dillingham. Whom does Mr. Bell represent professionally ? 

Mr. Cooke. He is in general practice. He represents the National 
Capital Brewing Co. He represented some 40 appUcants before the 
excise board, and he is familiar with its processes in the considera- 
tion of applications for licenses, and he represents a number of pri- 
vate clients not remotely interested in this general subject. If it 
please the conmiittee, Mr. Bell has prepared an exhaustive treatise 
on the subject of this act as a matter oi academic investigation. 

Senator Thompson. I presume he represents the Uquor view of the 
proposition ? 

Mr. Cooke. As I said, he is quite an authority on the subject of 
this law. 

Senator Thompson. Do vou think there could be any possible dif- 
ference of construction of the law where it says in so many words that a 
saloon shall not operate within 400 feet of a certain buuding? That 
is not subject to oiflference of construction by anybody. 

Mr. Cooke. It has been subject to construction in this District on 
that very point. While I do not pretend to be a specialist on this 
act here in the District of Columbia, as I understand, the method 
of measuring a distance of 400 feet from a schoolhouse to a licensed 
barroom is the same imder this act as it was imder the preceding 
act which was in force for many years, and the method of measure- 
ment imder the preceding act was followed under this act, the lan- 
guage of which act is the same 

Senator Dillingham. Let me ask this question about that: Has the 
method of measurement ever been determined in any court? 

Mr. Cooke. There has been a decision. Mr. Bell can discuss that at 
len^h. These provisions of this act which might be apparently open 
and shut are Uke so manv other provisions oi law which, when con- 
sidered in due course and in careful fashion by tribimals 

Senator Dillingham. I understand your argument. Let me ask 
you another question. Has it ever been determined what, according 
to the language of this act, constitutes an entrance of a schoolhouse? 

Mr. Cooke. I do not know. On that very point 

Senator Thompson. Was it not determined here, imder the old 
law, that the shortest course of travel must be used — the shortest 
way that a person would naturally go from one point to another ? 

Mr. Cook. I understand that there has been a decision on that 
subject, and I understand that Mr. Bell will discuss that in the course 
of his argument. 

Senator Thompson. You would not contend, if a saloon was located 
within less than 300 feet of a church or schoolhouse, that there could 
be any dispute as to whether it should operate ? 

Mr. Cooke. I simply contend this: That in a case involving that 
question the law should be enforced as it was written, that the 
language should be construed according to the canons of construc- 
tion, and that a school-teacher might say 400 feet is 400 feet, but it 
might not be a measurement which the courts and the departments 
would find on construction proper under the act. There has been 
a construction of the very language which is in issue on that point 

84613'— S. Doc. 981, 63-3 26^ 
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in the District of Columbia. Mr. Bell will discuss that in the light 
of his study, both of this law 

Senator Dillingham. That is a matter to be determined by the 
full committee. The chairman and Senator Jones are both aosent 
now. That is the way I feel about it. 

Mr. Cooke. I have here a case which I have used in another matter, 
entirely different from this. This is a memorandum from a previous 
case. In the case of United States v. Ceredo Hermanos Y Compania 
(209 U. S., 337) [reading]: 

*' The Supreme Court having under consideration a pro^ ision of the tariff act of July 
24, 1897, similar in language to that contained in the act of 1875, repeatedly construed 
by the Treasury Depsutment, decided as follows: 

" * We ha^ e said that, when the meaning of a statute is doubtful, great weight should 
be given to the construction placed upon it by the deparment chafed with its execu- 
tion (Robertson v. Downy, 127 U. S., 607; United States v. Heeley, 160 U. S., 
136); and we have decided that the reenactment, by Congress, without change of a 
statute which had previously received long-continued executive construction, is an 
adoption by Congress of such construction. (United States v. G. Falk & Brother* 
204 U. S., 143.' '' 

Senator Dillingham. No lawyer will deny that. There is no 
question about that. 

Mr. Cooke. But there is the point which I understand Mr. Bell in 
his discussion of the law of this case will fully establish, that there 
has been a construction under the old act of this method of measure- 
ment laid down in the old act. • 

Senator Dillingham. Have you any conception that this committee 
is going to determine in each of these cases whether this law has in 
effect been violated in the spirit in which the law has been applied 
by this board of excise commissioners ? 

Mr. Cooke. As I imderstand the record, Senator, the matter came 
down very largely to the constructions which had been placed upon 
the law as a matter of law by the excise board. 

Senator Dillingham. I have not discovered from my association 
with the committee that they were going to attempt to determine 
in each of these cases whether or not the law had been technically 
violated; but the inquiry was directed more particularly to the 
question of the policy that has been adopted by the board of 
commissioners, taking all the cases together; that is to say, whether 
in the doubtful cases they have stretched the law for the pur- 
pose of putting in a saloon, for instance in an educational district, 
or whether they have tried to protect the schools by exercising a 
wise discretion and keeping the saloons out of that district; and that 
is what the committee have been seeking more than they have to 
obtain in each particular case the fact as to whether there has been 
a technical violation of the law. 

Mr. Cooke. There are disputes on these questions of law, undoubt- 
edljr. In regard to the measurement of distances there has been 
an idea in mind that the board may not have properly measured 
given distances. If the committee is to discard, as the chairman- 
said this morning, all expressions of opinions, mere conclusions or 
hearsay evidence, or whatever else they may be, and is to dismiss 
from its consideration questions of law charged upon this board, 
later charged upon the court, possibly, and is to confine itself to the 
-question of how the board nas administered the spirit of the act, 
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there might be a question of law left there on the actual discretion 
vested in this excise board; and if you did, the committee has got to 
try the conscience of the board, I would say : and I sslj this now, and 
as a matter of suggestion to the committee alone, that it is impossible 
for one man to try another man's conscience, when he has not been 
charged with the duty that the man performed, when he has not been 
over the same record that that man has been over, when he has not 
made the same study of the himdreds or thousands of things in con- 
nection with the subject that that man has made. You would be 
doing what I have never heard of before — that matter of trial of 
conscience; after a man has taken his oath of office, has done noth- 
ing for which he could be impeached, has done nothing on account 
of which any specific charge can be brought against him. That is my 
personal opinion. Senator. 

Senator Dillingham. Do I correctly understand you to say that 
the duty of this committee is to take each one of these cases and try 
it specifically and attempt to determine whether there has been a 
violation of the law alone ? 

Mr. Cooke. No, no. If I were asked about that, I would say some- 
thing else. I said that the disputes that I had heard had been 
lai^Sy disputes on constructions of the act. 

Senator Dillingham. But that being so, you think the duty of the 
committee is to make inquiry whether there have been violations of 
t3ie act from the construction that the board have placed upon it ? 

Mr. Cooke. If the excise board, for instance, misconstrued the law 
so as to place a licensed barroom in a prohibited zone in the District 
of Columbia, that would be a violation of the law, and that saloon 
would be in violation of the law, even though it operated under color 
of license, and there could be a prosecution on the motion of any citizen 
of the District of Columbia on the ground of a violation of this act. 
I do not know whether the committee is considering that or not. 
I have heard so much dispute, however, on the construction of this law, 
which is a complex one, tnat I made the suggestion that before reaching 
judgment on tnat kind of a question, if the committee proceeded to 
that kind of a judgment, a full discussion of certain disputed law 
points under this act should be presented. 

Mr. Lambert was called this morning to discuss the record of a case 
now pending in the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 
He mentions Mr. Bell as having been an attorney of record in that 
case. He mentioned me as having been present in the matter a» 
amicus curiae, and we argued in that case a very important question 
of substantive law imder this act, and we argued wnat to my mind 
was a question of procedure infinitely more important to the enforce- 
ment of the law. And since the committee tooK the statement of Mr. 
Wilton J. Lambert on the subject of the issues presented in that case, 
it seems to me that if the testimony of the witness Lambert was 
worthv of anv consideration whatever, the committee, in justice to 
the fuUness oi its inquiry, should hear a discussion from the other side 
on the issues of law presented in that case. That case was tried for 
days and days in the equity court. 

Senator Dillingham. On referring to the resolution I find that 
the scope of the investigation is this, " to investigate fully into the 
manner in which the excise law, so called, is being administered in 
tiie District of Columbia.'' 
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Mr. Cooke. That is the scope of the investigation. 

Senator DilliI^gham. The committee is connned to that resolution, 

Mr. Cooke. I have that before me — not that I would make any 
statement 

Senator Thompson. It was simply an oral resolution offered for an 
investigation. 

Mr. CooKE. My recollection is that Senator Jones made a speech on 
the floor of the Senate and made certain very grave chaises against 
the excise board, and that that was to be investigated. 

Senator Thompson. Senator Martine made the motion for the in- 
vestigation, after the speech of Senator Jones. 

Mr.CooKB. The door was open for an investigation of anything that 
Senator Jones charged. That was my impression. 

Senator Thompson. And then this resolution was formally drafted, 
so as to have some record to go by. 

Senator Dillingham. That is as far as I will consent to go. I 
would like the greatest amoimt of information given, whatever sources 
it may come from, but I do not know what the mind of the committee 
would be. There are only two of us to answer at this time, and I would 
not take the responsibility, so far as I am concerned, of opening this 
question up for discussion by men who are employed as counsel repre- 
senting interests that are not imder investigation here. 

Mr. Cooke. If the Senator please, I tried to make it clear 

Senator Dillingham. I am not at aU sure that I would not be 
willing to hear it if the committee wants to hear it, but sitting here 
alone 1 would not take the responsibiUty for the committee. 

Mr. CooKE. I have tried, with some dimeulty, to make my position 
entirely clear before the committee. 

Senator Dillingham. I think we understand it. 

Mr. CooKE. I am not here for the excise board. I am not here, 
necessarily, for the members of the Retail Liquor Dealers' Federa- 
tion. I felt it to be mv duty to come here and make certain state- 
ments, however, and I have made them. 

Senator Thompson. As I remember, you made the broad statement 
in your testimony that according to your view, at least, the liquor 
dealers were not violating the law in any wav. 

Mr. CooKE. I made the broad statement that the dealers licensed 
imder this act were doing their utmost, so far as my information 
extended, to uphold every provision of this law in letter as well as 
spirit and in spu'it as well as letter. 

Senator Thompson. Have you ever examined or had examined 
these barrooms on Sundays ? 

Mr. CooKE. I have never done so. 

Senator Thompson. Do you know anything about obstruction of the 
view from the street of the mterior of barrooms by screens and stained 
windows in those places, which is expressly prohibited in the law? 

Mr. CooKE. I have made no investigation. 

Senator Thompson. It is not a subject of interpretation where it 
is shown that there are screens or painted windows. There are not 
any two ways to construe that. 

Mr. CooKE. My recollection is that the bar is to be open to view 
during certain hours. 

Senator Thompson. The language of the law is ''that the interior of 
every barroom shall at all times when selling is prohibited be 



Digitized by VjOOQIC 



EXCISE BOABD OF THE DISTBIOT OF COLUMBIA. 375 

exposed to full view from the street, without obstruction by screens, 
blinds, curtains, stained glass, bottles, boxes, signs, or other material, 
except in the case of cliibs/' That, of course, is very clear. 

Mr. Cooke. Yes. 

Senator Thompson. There would not be any disagreement between 
us on that proposition? A dispute could not exist by any inter- 
pretation ? 

Mr. Cooke. No; I do not think so. I do not want you to get the 
impression that my position is not as far out in front on the enforce- 
ment of this law as yours or anyone else's, as far as the restrictions 
and regulations are concerned. 

Senator Thompson. You have taken, really, the other side of it, 
the defense of the hcensees ? 

Mr. Cooke. How is that? 

Senator Thompson. You have taken the defense in these matters. 
You are defending them in what you believe to be their rights in the 
premises. 

Mr. Cooke. My attitude on that, Senator, is this, that the question 
of liquor regulation goes far beyond the interest of retail liquor dealers, 
and lar beyond the interest of any individual, and far oeyond the 
interest, even, of the Antisaloon League, but to the best interests of 
the entire public on all aspects. The retail liquor dealer is a mere 
incident in the solving of tne question. 

Senator Thompson. I suppose you have, in your relations with 
your clients the liquor dealers and licensees, and in your practice 
Defore the excise board, become fairly famihar with the rules and 
regulations promulgated by the board? 

Mr. Cooke. I imderstand the regulations of the excise board. I 
can not answer specific questions on specific points without examining 
them again. 

Senator Thompson. Do you agree with the board on their ideas of 
the f oiTOTilation of these mles from the law, where they have interpo- 
lated certain things in the rules which are not contained in the law ? 
Do you agree with the board on that ? 

Mr. Cooke. My suggestion to the committee is that they hear Mr. . 
Bell upon the technicS aspects of the law. That comes down, now, 
to a question of construction of the law and the enforcement of the 
law, as a matter of law. The excise board were authorized and 
directed to make rules and regulations. The Senator is probably 
familiar with the long line of cases in the Supreme Court as to the 
extent of the power to make regulations, once the authority to make 
them is vested in an executive officer. 

Senator Thompson. But you will agree with me that they could 
not make a regulation contrary to the organic law — the primary act ? 

Mr. Cooke. There is a line of cases in the Supreme Court to the 
effect that a regulating authority can neither add to, take from, nor 
amend an act imder which regulations are issued, but they can only 
make regulations in supplement of the law and to effectuate its 
purpose. 

Senator Thompson. But if they have added to or taken from, 
that is an act beyond their authority, is it not ? 

Mr. Cooke. Then they have exceeded their authority, and the 
regulation falls. 
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Senator Thompson. For instance, take the language in section 2 
of the rules made by the board [reading] : 

No license shall be issued to a hotel as such having less than 50 bedrooms for guests. 

The words '' as such'' are put in that rule by the board. They are 
not contained .in the law. 

Mr. Cooke. That would be a matter for discussion. That is a 
specific point that I should not wish to discuss. I come here not to 
make a detailed discussion of this act. There are some features of 
it upon which I could argue at great length. 

Senator Thompson. But you do agree with the board in these 
rules, as far as your knowledge of it is concerned ? 

Mr. CooKE. I am offering and volunteering a witness here who is the 
highest authority on this Taw from an academic standpoint that we 
have here in the District. He can answer any question, I think, that 
the ingenuitv of the committee would suggest. 

Senator Tjeompson. But I understood Jrom your statement that the 
liquor dealers were not acting outside of the law, and from your obser- 
vation of the board they had not 

• Mr. Cooke. My statement. Senator Thompson, was that the licensed 
dealers of the District of Columbia had made every effort to comply 
with the act and see to its full enforcement in letter and spirit, and 
that was the confederated purpose on their part in the interest of the 
law itself 

Senator Thompson. You do not care to discuss these rules in con- 
nection with the law, then ? 

Mr. CooKE. I wiU discuss any question with the committee to give 
the committee the benefit of my opmion, but I would much prefer that 
the committee hear Mr. BeU, who can discuss the law in the ^eatest 
detail with the greatest certainty, and fully justify his impressions by 
authority and by argument. 

Senator Thompson. Anyhow, we agree on one thing, that the board 
has no right to go beyond the express letter of the law in formulating 
its rulings — that is, by adding to the law or subtracting from the law 1 

Mr. CooKE. We agree, as lawyers, that the rule regarding regulations 
which is fixed by the Supreme Court Reports appUes to the regulations 
which this board would issue. That is, that being authorized by the 
act to make regulations they could not make regulations which 
would add to, take from, or alter the law, but that tney could make 
regulations which would supplement and effectuate the law, and that 
if they went beyond, their regulation would fall of its own weight and 
have no validity. That is a matter of case law. 

Senator Thompson. That would be a proper finding of the com- 
mittee, in your judgment, then, taking the whole case, if they found 
it to be true that the board had gone outside of the law ? 

Mr. CooKE. The committee, if it so found, could say that in its 
judgment, whether it had jurisdiction of the question or not, a par- 
ticmar regulation altered or took from the Jones- Works Act, and 
that therefore such regiilation fell within the inhibition of the cases 
which destroys the validity of the regulation of the regulating author- 
ity. That is substantive law, fimdamental law. They can not make 
a regulation that alters or amends this act. 

Senator Thompson. You are familiar with those rules and r^u- 
lations, are you not ? 
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Mr. Cooke. If you will direct my attention to a particular regu- 
lation, I will be yery glad to discuss it. 

Senator Thompson. I am speaking of the regulations as a whole. 

Mr. Cooke. I have not been over uiose r^ulations for some months. 
Those r^ulations, when I first examined them, contained nothii^ 
which, without particular attention having been drawn to them, 
appealed to me as being beyond the regmating authority of the 
board. However, I had no special case. I have represented not a 
aingle individual licensee before this board. I have never under- 
taken to discuss specific questions with this board, and on the few 
occasions when I have appeared before them it has been on the basis 
of the entire act. 

Senator Thompson. Then, as I understand, your opinion as 
attorney for the liquor interests — ^for the licensees — ^is the same as 
the excise board's, that they have not gone outside of the law in 
those rules and r^ulations ? 

Mr. Cooke. If tne Senator please, I have not agreed or disagreed 
as to the validity of a single regulation. I have agreed with you as 
to what the law is regardmg the validity of regulation. I have had 
no case specifically brought to my mind which I considered a regu- 
lation of the excise board that appeared to be invahd as a regulation. 
It is perfectly clear that if they made a regulation which amended 
the law, added to it or took fi'om it, that regulation was never a 
r^ulation. It was invalid. 

Senator Thompson. And in your investigation you have never dis- • 
covered anything of that kind ? 

Mr. Cooke. I nave never had my attention drawn to a particular 
provision of the regulations of the excise board which on such an 
mvestiffation appealed to me as being beyond their authority. There 
might DC such. I have seen regulations of nearly every executive 
aumority imder the United States Government held invalid. I have 
seen regulations of the Commissioner of Internal Revenue held 
invalid lor want of authority, and regulations of the Secretary of 
the Navy held invalid, and regulations of the Secretary of the 
Treasury held invalid. That is the great case of Eaton against Jones. 
Every regulating authority that I ever ran across has made mistakes, 
and possibly the excise board has made them. 

I had a request, Mr. Chairman, regarding the discussion of the 
disputed pointe imder the law 

The Chairman. We will take that under consideration. The 
matter of hearing Mr. Bell will be submitted to the committee. 

Mr. Cooke. If the committee please, I have refrained from discuss- 
ing a matter which was discussed at some length by Mr. Wilton J. 
Lambert this morning. I was in that case in the equity court as 
amicus curiae, and discussed the two questions of law, only they were 
to my notion the most important points in the whole case from a 
general standpoint, under this law. Unless Mr. Bell is to make a 
statement, he having been in the case as an attorney of record, I 
would wish to have an opportunity to make a statement to the board 
on that one point; because, otnerwise, Mr. Lambert's statement 
would be the only statement of record in this transcript. 

The Chairman. We wiJl keep that in mind. 

(TTie witness was thereupon excused.) 
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TESTIMOliT OF MB. FBEDEBICK L. FISHBACK. 

(The witness was sworn by the chairman.) 

The Chairman. What is your position or business ? 

Mr. FiSHBACK. I am a lawyer, in the Union Trust Building, Wash- 
ington. I simply came here to call your attention to a few things. 

On October 24 last I wrote a letter to tjen. Smith, as chairman of 
the excise board, calling attention to the fact that the place of 
business of Fred H. Geyer, at 1825 Fourteenth Street NW., where he 
conducts a summer garden, and at 1827 Fourteenth street NW., where^ 
he conducts a barroom, is in effect and in fact two places of business. 

I also in that letter called attention to the fact that the place of 
business of O'Hanlon & O'Connor, at 1942 and 1944 Fourteenth 
Street NW., two premises, was in fact two places of business. 

The excise law clearly states that a barroom license shall be required 
for every hotel, barroom, club, or other place in which intoxicating 
liquors are sold or dispensed at retail; every hotel, tavern, barroom^ 
dub, or other place in which intoxicating liquors are sold. 

In writing tnis letter I wished the board to understand that my 
construction of the law was and is that Geyer had a barroom at 1827 
Fourteenth Street and a different place of ^business and another 

Slace of business at 1825 Fourteenth Street, and that he was con- 
ucting those two places under one license. 

I also wished to make the point clear that O Hanlon and O'Connor 
•were conducting two barrooms at different places under one license. 
My letter on this subject was apparently in some way called to the 
attention of Mr. O'Hanlon. I have never had any acknowledgment 
of it from the excise board, but Mr. O Hanlon came to see me with 
his attorney, and his attorney asked me if I had any objection to Mr. 
O Hanlon. I said none, as a man; that I never saw him before in my 
life; and no objection to Uquor dealers in general; to which Mr. 
O'Hanlon said that he had never drank a drop in his life^ and he said 
that if he got his Ucense this time he would never ask for it again, 
and informed me also that he was then asking for this new license 
in only one place, which has turned out to oe a Ucense granted 
apparently for 1942 Fourteenth Street, where formerly there were two 
entrances. There is now one. There was formerly an entrance at 
1942, and another entrance at 1944. The Ucense seems to have been 

granted for 1942, and if one enters that door at 1942 he may buy 
quor at the barroom on those premises, or he may go around 
through the double doors into a barroom at 1944 — two places of 
business. 

My contention is that if the excise board coidd grant him a Ucense 
to conduct two saloons or barrooms on two different premises, there 
is absolutely nothuig to curtail their power, and if O'Hanlon and 
O'Connor could buy or could rent all of the property that is on Four- 
teenth Street from T to U Streets, they could sell Uquor over the 
whole block for one Ucense; that as a matter of fact O'Hanlon and 
O'Connor in conducting this business at 1942 and 1944 Fourteenth 
Street are running two barrooms; that there are two barrooms in 
the same block and that the law is violated in having four saloons 

instead of 

The Chairman. Which side of the block do you refer to? 
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Mr. FiSHBACK. The west side of Fourteenth Street, between T 
and U. O'Hanlon and O'Connor's saloon is at the street railway 
transfer point at Fourteenth and U. 

The letter I have referred to, of October 24, 1914, is as follows 
[reading! : 

Washington, D. C, October Uy 1914^ 
Gen. Robert G. Smith, 

Chairman Excise Boards District of Columbia^ 

Municipal Building ^ Washington^ D. C. 

Dear Sir: I respectfully call your attention to the fact that O'Hanlon and O'Connor 
conduct two barrooms at 1942 and 1944 Fourteenth Street NW. , and that PVed H. Geyer 
also dispenses liquors in a summergarden at 1825 Fourteenth Street NW., and in a bar- 
room at 1827 Fourteenth Street N W . I understand that O'Hanlon and O'Connor have 
only one license for their two barrooms and that Fred IT. Geyer has only one license 
to cover his summer garden at 1825 Fourteenth Street and his barroom at 1827 Four- 
teenth street NW. 

The excise law, approved March 4, 1913, specifically provides that: 

"A barroom license shall be required for every hotel, tavern, barroom, club, or other 
place in which intoxicating liquors are sold or dispensed at retail." 

I respectfully represent that the business in the name of O'Hanlon and O'Connor, at 
1942 and 1944 Fourteenth Street NW., is conducted in two barrooms and that the terms 
of the law require that if the business is maintained at both of those places that two 
licenses shall be secured. As O'Harilon and O'Connor have two barrooms on the west 
side of Fourteenth Street between T and U Streets NW., and there are two others on 
the same side of said block, there is one more barroom on that side of the block than 
the existing excise law authorizes. 

This whole section in the vicinity of Fourteenth and U Streets NW. is a disgrace 
on account of the great number of liquor dives in it. There seems to have been a 
desire on the part of the liquor dealers of Washington to place in the neighborhood of 
tiiis important transfer point, where great throngs change cars at all hours of the day, 
just as many barrooms as possible. 

I also insist that if Fred H. Geyer is permitted to maintain a barroom at 1827 Four- 
teenth Street, NW., and a summer garden or "other place in which intoxicating 
liquors are sold or dispensed at retail" at 1825 Fourteenth Street, NW., the excise 
law approved March 4, 1913, requires that he shall obtain a license for his barroom 
and a separate license for his "other place in which intoxicating liquors are sold or 
dispensed at retail." 

To do otherwise than is suggested herein would give to Messrs. O'Hanlon & O'Con- 
nor and to Mr. Fred H. Geyer and to other retail liquor dealers operating under similar 
conditions the right to extend their sales over an entire square under one Ucense if 
they could rent or purchase the property. 
Very respectfully, 

Frederick L. Fishbaoe, 

ISSO Belmont Street, NW. 

On October 30, the day before the licenses were issued, Mr. Frank 
C. Daniel, principal of. the McKinley Manual Training School, and I 
called in the morning at the office of the excise board to speak about 
a place conducted by Karl Xander, on the west side of Seventh Street 
between P and Q, and also to speak about another place, Murray's, 
on Seventh Street, on the east side between P and Q. 

Some one sent in our names, and the message came out to ask if 
the gentlemen wished to see them on excise business, and on being 
told that that was the case, we were informed that they could not 
see us, and thereupon we wrote this letter which Mr. Daniel and I left 
with the board [reading] : 

Washington, D. C, October SO, 1914. 
Gen. Robert G. Smith, 

Chairman Excise Board, District of Columbia, 

Municipal Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Sir: We regret that you and the members of the excise board were unable- 
to see us when we (Sdled at your office at 11 o'clock this morning. We wish to call 
your attention to the fact liat the entrance to the bar room of Karl Xander is less than 
400 feet, as determined by actual measurement, from the south entrance of the McKin- 
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ley Manual Traming School, and to insist In view of this fact that no license should 
be issued to him for the conmig year. 

We wish also to call attention to the fact that application for transfer of license for 
Murray's caf4 at 1521 Seventh Street to 1523 Seventh Street NW. has been made. 
The premises known as 1521 Seventh Street are within 400 feet of the Polk Sdiool, but 
the premises known as 1523 Seventh Street are less than 400 feet from the McEinley 
Manual Training School. 
Very respectfully, 

Frank C. Daniel, 
Principal McKinley Manual Training School. 
Frederick L. Fishbacjb:, 
President Central High School Alumni Association. 

I have broTight here with me a plat made this morning by the 
principal of the McKinley Manual Training School and one of his 
teachers, showing the actual distance. At this morning's session 
the question was raised as to the distance between the Polk School 
and the McKinley Manual Training School. The actual distance 
is 838.5 feet. Just across P Street is the Thyson House, as it was 
many years ago, and now known as the Hotel Thyson. It is no more 
a hotel than this room is. The excise board has granted a license 
for the barroom and the business is being conducted there to-day. 
It is not more than 150 feet from the Polk School. 

The Chairman. Why do you say it is not a hotel, Mr. Fishbackl 

Mr. FisHBAGK. It is not patronized as a hotel. That is certainly 
the case. I have been by there Saturday night, twice, once at 9 
o'clock and once at 9.40 or 9.45. There is a dim li^ht in the entrance 
way and one light on the fourth floor of the buUding. 

The Chairman. No other lights in that big building? 

Mr. Fishbaoe. No other lights whatever. On two other occasions 
within a month I have seen that same situation — that dim light in 
the hall and one light either on the third or the fourth floor. 

The Chairman. Have you had occasion to view that hotel often? 

Mr. FiSHBACK. Oh, yes. 

The Chairman. That is called a hotel ? 

Mr. FisHBACK. Yes, sir: and. Senator, I am glad you asked me 
that. Many years ago — I have lived in Washii^ton since I was a 
small boy, and lived within one block of that hotel — ^it was a hotel; 
what was known as the Drovers' Rest, 35 years ago. Farmers came in 
from distant points in Maryland to sell hay and produce. They came 
in there late m the evening, and at that time there was a large yard, 
and there were stalls for tne keeping of horses, and it was used as a 
hotel so long ago as that. 

The Chairman. Do you know how long it has been there purport- 
ing to be a hotel? 

Mr. FisHBACK. As I stated a few minutes ago, it was known in my 
boyhood as the Thyson House. 

The Chairman. Have you ever looked over the register? 

Mr. FiSHBACK. I have not. 

The Chairman. Have you ever been in the oflSce of the hotel? 

Mr. FiSHBACK. Many years ago there was an office room where the 
barber shop now is. 

The Chairman. Do you know who is supposed to conduct the 
hotel and what rent he pays ? 

Mr. FiSHBACK. I do not. I should like very much to have the 
committee examine the register of that hotel, ii there be one. 

The Chairman. Go ahead, Mr. Fishback. 
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Mr. FiSHBACK. Then farther up the block, on the same side of the 
street, is the Murray barroom, which I referred to in my letter, and 
which is 402.6 feet from the entrance to the Polk School. From that 
same place to the McKinley Manual Training School, south door, is 
435.9 feet, making the total distance between the two schoolhouses 
of 838.5; and yet there are two barrooms on that side of the street, 
and immediately opposite Murray's on the other side of Seventh 
Street are two others, one of William J. Donovan, at 1528 Seventh 
Street, and Xander's, at 1530, and also occupying premises of 1532. 

The Chairman. In measuring distances from the McKinley Manual 
Training School did you measure from the rear or front entrance ? 

Mr. KsHBACK. The rear entrance. I did not make these measure- 
ments. They were made by Mr. Daniel and Mr. Myers. In other 
words, within approximately 400 feet, or a Uttle over 400 feet, we 
will say, of these schools are four saloons; and my contention simply 
is this, that the excise board in its authority to exercise discretion 
has in every case conceivably exercised it against the commimity, 
against the school children of this town, and 1 think it is a shame. 

Let us go back in our history. Let us go back to the Soldiers' 
Home. I had not intended to speak of that, but it occurs to me 
because of these old occasions that have come up. Prior to about 
1891 liquor was sold on Seventh Street extended. At that time, for 
the benefit of a thousand soldiers, old men at the Soldiers' Home, the 
sale of liquor within a mile of the Soldiers' Home was prohibited. 
Now, that mile limit comes across R Street just north of the McKin- 
ley Manual Training School, and so when the law went into effect 
there was an effort to put as many saloons as possible just across the 
line. The excise board has, in permitting these barrooms to con- 
tinue, shown that it is perfectly willing to have a condition exist 
around the schoolhouses which the law will not permit to exist, for 
the protection of old soldiers, and it subjects children to the worst 
influences that exist in the town. 

I simply came here to call attention to the fact that while the law 
does permit 300 barroom licenses to be issued, it does not require 
that 300 be issued, and that if discretion had been exercised in favor 
of the community instead of against it, if the benefit of the doubt had 
not on every occasion been given to the saloon keeper, these barrooms 
immediately adjoining these schools would not exist. 

I want also to call vour attention once more to the fact that it 
seems to me it is a real violation of the law to have these two places 
of business conducted as they are imder one license. 

(The witness was thereupon excused.) 

The Chairman. I will state to the members of the excise board that 
this is all the testimony we will take this afternoon. I do not know 
what further testimony we will take. Gen. Smith said that he might 
have something to say before we concluded. If any member of the 
board wishes U> take the stand, we will be glad to have him do so. 
The commissioners state that they will put their statements in writing. 

Mr. Smith. I will saj that mine has been made on the stand. The 
other two will be put m writing. 

The Chairman. Yes; certainlv. Mr. Baker and Mr. Bride state 
that their further testimony will be put in writing and be presented 
to the committee. 
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Mr. Smith. That is owing to the fact that they have not seen or 
heard the sworn evidence and have not seen it prmted, and it is the 
desire to first see the evidence before answering. That is what is 
prompting them to withhold their testimony imtil to-morrow morning. 

The Chairman. That will be satisfactory. 

(The statements of Mr. Bride and Mr. Baker were subseauently 
submitted to the chairman and are here printed in full, as follows:) 

STATEMENT OF MR. BRIDE. 

Excise Board for the District op Columbia, 

Washingtorij March :?, 1915. 
The honorable the Special Committee of the United States Senate on Investigation of the 
Conduct of the Excise Board of the District of Columbia. 

Sirs: As stated by your chairman (p. 380 of the hearings), that Mr. Baker and Mr. 
Bride would put in writing any further testimony which they desired to give, the 
undersigned, one of the members of the excise board, desires to submit the following 
statement, under oath: 

About the time that Mr. Andrew Wilson moved his offices to the Woodward Building 
from the Evans Building, the exact date of which I do not now recall, my son, W. W. 
Bride, who had an office in the Woodward Building also, called me on the telephone 
and asked me if I would not come to see Mr. Wilson at his office, which I did. The 
first thing he asked me was as to the license which had been granted to Mr. P. J. 
McDonald on Pennsylvania Avenue SE. Mr. Wilson asked me what the building in 
which Mr. McDonald's saloon was located was worth, and I told him about $5,500. I 
further stated that the bar fixtures and other fixtures in the place were worth about 
$2,500 additional, and that the license for the unexpired portion of the year had some 
additional value. Mr. Wilson then asked me if I did not think that $19,500 was a 
pretty large price to pay for that establishment. I told him that he must take into 
account the business that was being conducted there and the good will of the place, 
which were perhaps the largest items of value. This was the first time I had ever 
been in Mr. Wilson's office in the Woodward Building, and I have never been there 
since. He further stated that he had seen Senator Jones, who had instructed him to 
get all the data possible on these excise matters and to bring the information to him 
(Senator Jones) when the Senate convened, and if the information wereimfficient he 
(Senator Jones) would have the excise board investigated. Mr. W^son then asked 
me if I would take him to see-the Secretary of State, but I declined to do so. That 
was the end of the conversation between Mr. Wilson and myself and was substantially 
all that took place. I do not remember whether Mr. Albert E. Shoemaker was present 
on that occasion or not. 

The next time I saw Mr. Wilson was in connection with the Hall case, and while 
the hearing was in progress, and while we were holding night sessions. One nieht as 
we were leaving the building at nearly midnij^t, I asked Mr. Wilson if he could not 
bring before the board further testimony on the following evening. He said that he 
could not do so, because he had an engagement with his wife. I told him he should 
have somebody to assist Mr. Shoemaker, but he said that he could not do it. The 
next time I saw Mr. Wilson was about two months ago, and long after all the licensee 
had been issued; I met him in front of the Municipal Building, and I asked him if 
he did not think that in disposing of the licenses the board had done well. He made 
no comment except to say that we might have done better. On this occasion I t&lked 
with him for not more than a minute or two. I have never had any other talk with 
Mr. Wilson. 

I never told Mr. Wilson to confer with Senator Jones. I did not know Senator 
Jones. Mr. Wilson himself suggested that he would see Senator Jones. I never told 
him I wanted the activities of Gen. Smith or Mr. Baker looked into. I had no thought 
that there was any necessity for such an inquiry, as I had every confidence in both 
those gentlemen. 

I never told Mr. Wilson that Mr. Columbus or Mr. Baker's son were collecting money 
for Mr. Henry S. Baker, and I never had any such thought in my mind, and never 
believed, and do not b^eve now, that any such collections were ever made or 
attempted to be made. 

Referring specifically to certain statements made by Mr. Wilson in his testimony 
given yesterday, I desu^ to state: 
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1. Referring to the Madden case and to the proposed effort of Mr. Madden to recover 
hack the sum of $1,000 which he is said to have paid somebody, I never stated that 
Gen. Smith had spent the money and could not pay it back. I have no reason what- 
ever to believe and do not now believe that Gen. Smith received any money from Mr. 
Madden or from anybody else in connection with the granting of liquor licenses. 

2. I never stated to Mr. Wilson or to any other person that there was no way to stop 
the excise board except by congressional investi^tion. The statement that I did so 
state is without foimdation. From my observation of my colleagues while I have 
been a member of the board their conduct in the performance of their duties has been 
open and aboveboard and honorable in every respect. 

3. I never stated to Mr. Wilson that it would be better for him not to write to the 
Secretary of State because things were in such a condition that it might not become 
necessary to write either to the Secretary of State or to the President of the United 
SlAtes. I never heard of such a thing until Mr. Wilson's testimony before the com- 
mittee on yesterday. 

4. I never stated to Mr. Wilson nor to any other living person that Gen. Smith or Mr. 
Baker had in their possession a great deal of money lately and that I did not know 
where they got it. I never saw either of them with any money in their possession 
except when they received their salaries, and a small amount of cash, five or ten dollars 
in amoimt. And I specifically deny that I ever made the statement that unless the 
board were restrained Gen. Smith and Mr. Baker, or Gen. Smith, Mr. Baker, and Mr. 
Sheehy, would clean up $100,000. These statements are without one word of truth. 
I never stated, after the granting of the McCarthy license in the Evans Building, that 
Gen. Smith and Mr. Baker had ^machache through nervousness or fear. At or about 
tihat time I was the only member of the boar^ who was sick, and I was suffering from 
an attack of indigestion, which attack had nothing to do with the granting of license in 
the Evans Building. 

5. I was never in communication with Mr. William H. Manogue in regard to the 
McDonald Building on Pennsylvania Avenue SE. 

6. It is not true that Mr. Andrew Wilson telephoned to me for the pmT>ose of havkiff 
me call at his office. As before stated, the message came to me from my son, W. W. 
Bride, and I specifically deny that I had numerous interviews with Mr. Andrew 
Wilson in his office or elsewhere. I met and talked with him onljr as before stated. 

Unless it should appear that I have overlooked some of the testimony given before 
the committee, in regard to any misconduct on the part of myself or any member of the 
board, I desire to sjtate generally that I have never known of any improper conduct on 
tiieir part or the exercise upon any member of the board of any improper influence. 
Respectfully, 

Cotter T. Bride. 

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 2d day of March, 1915. 

[seal.] Roger Williams, 

Notary Public^ District of Columbia, 



STATEMENT OF MR. BAKER. 

ExasE Board for the District op Columbia, 

Washington^ March 2, 19X5. 

The honorable the Special Committee of the United States Senate on Investigation of the 

Conduct of the Excise Board of the District of Columbia, 

Sirs: As stated by your chairman (p. 379 of the hearings) that Mr. Baker and Mr. 
Bride would put in writing any furtiier testimony which they desired to give, the 
undersigned, one of the members of the excise board, desires to submit the following 
statement under oath: 

1. I have never been at the Laurel race track in my life, as stated by Mr. H. H. 
Hollander, according to the testimony of Mr. Andrew Wilson; and I have never been 
at any other race track in my life. 

2. 1 have never received any money from collections said to have been made for 
my benefit by my son or by Mr. Columbus. I have never authorized my son or Mr. 
Columbus or anybody else to make any collections of money or any other thing of 
value for me. These statements in the testimony of Mr. Andrew Wilson are wholly 
without foundation. 

3. Upon one occasion, in the hearing of the so-called Ebbitt House case and after 
the- testimony was concluded and in private conference with the other members of 
the excise board and in the presence of Mr. Albert E. Shoemaker, Gen. Smith stated 
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that in his opinion the evidence given by the witness Wood was not convincing and 
^t he would not pay much attention to it, or words to that effect. I then stated 
"Amen! Amen! " 

These are the only specific statements given in the testimony of yesterday that 
relate to me, but I desire to state generally that I deny every statement or insinuation 
of improper conduct upon my pMrt that has been given in evidence by any witness. 

Respectfully submitted. 

Henbt S. Bakbr. 

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 2d day of March, 1915. 

[seal.] Roger Williams, 

Notary PubUos District of Columbia. 

TESTIHONT OF KB. FRED H. OETEB. 

(The witness was sworn by the chairman.) 

The Chairman. What is your business ? 

Mr. Geyer. I am president of the Fred H. Ge^er Co. 

The Chairman. Where are you engaged in business ? 

Mr. Geyer. 1827 Fourteenth Street NW. 

The Chairman. What is the character of your business ? 

Mr. Geyer. Caf6 and barroom. 

The Chairman. State what you desire to say. 

Mr. Geyer. Mr. Fishback made a statement here that our place of 
business is run at two premises, which I would Uke to refute. The 
simple statement of the fact is this, that the property has never been 
subdivided on the plats of the District of Columbia and is known as 
1827 Fourteenth Street, and is licensed as such. In fact, when I first 
took charge of the business there, Mr. Shoemaker, I believe, made an 
attempt to have a warrant issued for me in the police court on the 
strength of serving Uquors on premises not licensea, when the piece of 
property below the barroom proper was a separate piece of property, 
and the pohce court attorneys refused to entertain the proposition 
because the property was known and still is known as 1827 Fourteenth 
Street and is Ucensed as such. 

The Chairman. Are you in fact operating two different bars? 

Mr. Geyer. No, sir; I have only one bar. 

The Chairman. What is your frontage on Fourteenth Street? 

Mr. Geyer. Sixty feet. 

The Chairman. How many entrances? 

Mr. Geyer. To the bar room? One. 

The Chairman. Yes; to your whole place of business? 

Mr. Geyer. There is another entrance to the restaurant. 

The Chairman. Is there anything else that you desire to say! 

Mr. Geyer. No; I just wanted to say that we have only one bar on 
the premises. 

The Chairman. Is liquor served in the restaurant? 

Mr. Geyer. Oh, yes. 

The Chairman. From the bar? 

Mr. Geyer. Yes, sir. 

(The witness was thereupon excused.) 

TESTIHONT OF KB. JOSEPH O. LEWIS. 

(The witness was sworn by the chairman.) 

The Chairman. What is your full name? 

Mr. Lewis. Joseph G. Lewis. 

The Chairman. Where is your place of business ? 
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Mr. Lewis. 109 Pennsylvania Avenue NW. 

The Chairman. What is your business? 

Mr. Lewis. Saloon business. 

The Chairman. Now? 

Mr. Lewis. Yes, sir. It has been in the hands of the family since 
1876; but it went out of their hands about twice, and now I have 
had it 19 years. 

The Chairman. Have you a license now? 

Mr. Lewis. No, sir. 

The Chairman. You are not in the saloon business? 

Mr. Lewis. No, sir; I was rejected. 

The Chairman. Why are you out of the saloon business ? 

Mr. Lewis. They rejected me because I was 372 feet from Burgess 
Court. 

The Chairman. When? 

Mr. Lewis. Li November. 

The Chairman. It was a renewal, was it? 

Mr. Lewis. Yes, sir; a renewal. 

The Chairman. And you say it was rejected on the ground that 
you were near an alley — that you were within 372 feet of the alley? 

Mr. Lewis. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. Measured in what way? 

Mr. Lewis. Around the comer. 

The Chairman. From First Street? 

Mr. Lewis. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. Had you conducted an orderly place of business? 

Mr. Lewis. Yes, sir; never had a complaint. . 

The Chairman. Have you ever been in the police court? 

Mr. Lewis. No, sir. 

The Chairman. How long were jon in the business? 

Mr. Lewis. Nineteen years; but it was in my father's family since 
1876, and my brother got it after that, and my brother went out 
of the business and it fell into my hands, and I have had it for 19 
years. The excise board visited my place once, and the second time 
they came back he looked in the barroom and said, in front of four 
witnesses, "This is a place for bums.'' I want Mr. Smith to explain 
why it was a place for bums. 

The Chairman. Mr. Smith used that word ? 

Mr. Lewis. Yes, sir; in the presence of the other two excise board 
members and four other witnesses. There was never any disorder 
there in that place. 

The Chairman. Gten. Smith, the witness has given certain language 
which he says was used by you in regard to his place. 

Mr. Lewis. In the presence of four witnesses it was that he sidd 
it, in the bar. 

Mr. Smith. I am not in the habit of using such language. 

Mr. Lewis. You used it there, and I have four witnesses to prove, 
it, who are willing to ^o on the stand and testify to it. 

(The witness was thereupon excused.) 

The Chairman. We will not have any conversation between you 
two. We will adioum at this point, subject to the call of the chairman. 

(At 5.35 o'clock p. m. the committee adjourned subject to the call 
of the cludrman.) 
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ADDENDA. 



By direction of the chairman; the following list, furnished by the 
license clerk of the District of Columbia, of all the hotel licenses 
issued in the District of Columbia, and the following conmiunications 
received by the chairman after the close of the hearings, is here 
printed, as follows: 

Hotela in the District of Columbia, 

Rooms. 

Achterkirdien, Henry, 451 Pennsylvania Avenue NW '. 30 

♦Atlantic Hotel, 601 Pennsylvania Avenue NW 35 

Ball, IrviM O. (Hamilton House). Fourteenth and K Streets NW 80 

♦Bancroft Hotel (H. 0. Benson), Eighteenth and H NW 35 

Bellevue Hotel (Peter Taylor), Fifteenth and Eye NW 96 

Golden Eagle (Geo. Berger) , 400 New Jersey Avenue N W 30 

♦Brown, J. W. (Bennings Hotel), Bennings, D. 30 

Bliss, A. L. (Buckii^ham), 920 McPherson Place NW 30 

♦Buchholz, Gus (Occidental), 1411 Pennsylvania Avenue NW 40 

Colonial Hotel (Cora Burgee), 809 Fourteenth NW 30 

♦Byme, S. E., 300 New Jersey Avenue NW 30 

Cairo Apartment House Co., 1613 Q Street NW 76 

Campbell, C. G. (Keystone), 482 Pennsylvania Avenue NW 30 

♦Capitol Park Hotel Co., North Capitol and ENW 149 

♦Chaffee, A. W. (Continental), 420 North Capitol Street 140 

♦Cochran Hotel (Eugene S. Cochran), Fourteenth and K Streets NW 105 

Colton, Mary L. (Tremont), Second and Indiana Avenue NW 31 

Congress Hall Hotel (S. A. Manuel), New Jersey Avenue between B and C SE. 175 

♦DeAtley, John H., 1222 Pennsylvania Avenue N W „ 3C 

Dewey Hotel (Edw. Bronk), 1320 L Street NW 120 

♦Edwards, Chas. W. (Piedmont), 489 Missouri Avenue" NW 30 

Gardiner, Edw. J. (Grand), Fifteenth and Pennsvlvania Avenue NW 75 

Gordon, Simon, 470-2 Penniylvania Avenue NW 30 

Graul, A. C. (Luvois), New Jersey Avenue and C NW 30 

Haight, Hamr S., 1008 E Street NW 30 

♦Harrington Hotel (A. J. Brennan), 432 Eleventh Street NW 100 

♦Harris Hotel (John H. Harris), 15-19 Massachusetts Avenue NW 95 

♦Heath, Chas. K. (Merchants), 485 Pennsylvania Avenue NW 50 

♦Herzog, Fritz Twelfth and E Streets NW 30 

Heurich, Karl, Wisconsin Avenue Extended 30 

♦Holmes, Jaa. 0.^331 Virginia Avenue SW 35 

Hudson Hotel (Wilson Taylor), 1331 H Street NW 30 

Hurdle, C. H., 329 Pennsylvania Avenue NW 30 

♦Hyatt, C. S. & A. B. (Lincohi), Tenth and H Streets NW 54 

Jackson, F. C. (Ardmore), 516 Fourteenth Street NW 34 

Leavens, Chas. C. (New Vamum), New Jersey Avenue and C Street SE 55 

Lyons, Michael M.. 906 Pennsylvania Avenue NW 30 

MxjKee, T. A (Gordon), 916 Sixteenth Street NW 125 

McKee, T. A. (Metropolitan) , 613 Pennsylvania Avenue N W 156 

MacLennan, Alex. 715 Thirteenth Street NW 30 

♦Mades, Chas., 300 Pennsylvania Avenue NW 53 

♦Marks, Henry M., 1000 E Street NW 37 

♦Michael, Bobert (Bismark), 349 Pennsylvania Avenue NW 34 

* Represents those licensed for the year ending Oct. 31, 1915. 
84513'— S. Doc. 981, 63-3 26 387 
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Rooms. 
♦Miller, Wm. G. (Geo. Washington), Fifteenth Street and New York Avenue NW . 30 

Mills, Geo. (Highlands), Connecticut and California Avenues NW 30 

*MiUs, Harrington (Grafton), 1139 Connecticut Avenue N W 65 

*New Capital Hotel (Harry W. Peck), Third Street and Pennsylvania Avenue 

NW • 30 

New Willard Hotel, Fourteenth and Pennsylvania Avenue NW 400 

New Winston Hotel (H. J. Spates), 116 First Street NW 98 

*Noonan, J. J. (Stag), 608 Ninth Street NW 30 

*Orbello, F. P. (DnscoU), First and B Streete NW 100 

♦Owens, C. E. (Powhatan), Eighteenth Street and Pennsylvania Avenue NW.. . 100 
Ealeigh Hotel (E. L. Weston), Twelfth Street and Pennsylvania Avenue NW. . 423 

Eichmond Hotel (Jos. B . Jordan), Seventeenth and H Streets NW 50 

Koman, Floyd A. (Southern), 311 Pennsylvania Avenue NW 30 

♦Schladt, Jos., 1236 Wisconsin Avenue NW 30 

*Schutt, Geo. F. (National), Sixth Street and Pennsylvania Avenue NW 198 

*Schutt, Geo. F. (Ebbitt), Fourteenth and F Streets N W 176 

Seeley, Mrs. Alex. (Stratford), Fourteenth and Monroe Streets NW 60 

Sears, Andrew W. (Brunswick), 235 Pennsylvania Avenue NW. 30 

Shoreham Hotel (Williard H. Barse), Fifteenth and H Streets NW^ 230 

Sparrwardt, Carl O. (Knickerbocker), 1703 New York Avenue NW 40 

*St. James Hotel (Levi Woodbury), Sixth and Pennsylvania Avenue NW 124 

♦Sterling Hotel (J. O. Breast), Thirteenth and E Streets NW 75 

Sterne, Lyman P. (Olive), 487 Pennsylvania Avenue NW 30 

Sweet, Nellie (Brighton), 2123 California Street NW 75 

♦Vonderheide, Wm. J., 604 Ninth Street NW 32 

♦Wallace, Chas. (Everett), 1730 H Street NW 30 

♦Walsh, John , 1501 Seventh Street NW 50 

New Hudnell Hotel (Wash. Polk), 307 Sixth Street NW 30 

♦Weaver, J. H. (Arizona), 310 C Street NW 31 

West, E. C, 11-19 E Street NW 30 

♦Windolph, John (Summit), 1249 Seventh Street NW 50 

Zahn, Sarah V. (Travelers), 487 Pennsylvania Avenue NW 41 

♦Zirwes, John (Vendome), Third and Pennsylvania Avenue NW 65 

Wade H. Coombs, 
License Clerk District of Columbia. 

* Represents those licensed for the year ending Oct. 31, 1915. 
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LETTER OF ALBERT E. SHOEMAKER TO SENATOR MORRIS SHEPPARD 
DENYING THE STATEMENT THAT THE ANTI-SALOON LEAGUE OP- 
POSED ALL APPUCATIONS FOR UQUOR JJCENSES. 

Washington, D. C, March 2, 1915. 
Hon. Morris Shbppabd, 

Ohairman Special Committee Investigating the Conduct of the 
Excise Board of the District of Columbia j United States Senate, 

Dsab Sm: Durii^ the hearing before your committee Monday, 
March 1, Mr. Levi Cook, speaking for the liquor interests and in de- 
fense of the excise board, said among other things that the Anti- 
Saloon League opposed every application for a license and sought to 
use the present excise law to brmg prohibition to the District. 

The statement is untrue and should not go unchallenged. The 
league made no opposition to considerably more than one hundred 
appUcations for renewal of barroom licenses for the year beginning 
November 1, 1914. The league did not contest those applications, 
for the sole reason that there was not in the possession of the league 
any facts or arguments that might have been properly used against 
them. 

Whenever it appeared that a licensed place was being conducted 
in violation of law; whenever citizens, property owners, and residents 
of a neighborhood remonstrated against the grant of a license; when- 
ever a license was asked for a place located in a prohibited place, the 
league resisted the application. 

A careful estimate made by me after measurements and investi- 
gations convinced me that not more than 160 barroom licenses could 
be properly granted out of the 409 applications made for the year 
begmnmg November 1, 1914, and nothing has since occurred to 
cause a ^ange of that estimate. 

Mr. Cook also stated that the league had opposed an order of the 
excise board which authorized those licensees who had been deprived 
of their licenses November 1, 1914, to dispose of their stocks of 
liquors within 30 days. The league knew nothing of such action of 
the board until the order had been issued. While said action may 
have been the result of sjrmpathy for those who had lost their licenses, 
vet nevertheless I expressed the opinion at the time that the board 
had no power to authorize the sale of intoxicating liquors at any time, 
at any place, by anv person, without first issumg to him a regular 
license as provided by law. 
Very respectfully, 

A. E. Shoemaker, 
Attorney Anti-Saloon League, District of Columbia, 

389 
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LETTER OF ALEXANDER H. BELL TO SENATOR MORRIS SHEPPARD 
SUBMITTING A COMPILATION TREATING ON THE CONSTRUCTION 
OP THE EXCISE LAW. 

Washington, D. C, March 3, 1916. 
Hon. MoBBis Sheppabd, 

Ohairman Special Committee to Investigate the Administration of 
the Excise Law by the Excise Board of the District of Cohmbia, 
United States Senate. 
Dear Sib: I was in receipt at noon to-day of your advice that the 
committee would hold no lurther hearings and consequently would 
be unable to hear argument by me upon the construction of various 
portions of the excise law that have been in issue before the com- 
mittee, but that I could file a brief not later than 4 o'clock this 
afternoon. 

Unfortunately the time is too limited for the preparation of a 
memorandimi hmited specifically to the points which I understand 
to have been developed m your inquiry. 

I take the liberty, however, of handing you herewith a compilation 
completed by me some time since, treatmg of the construction of the 
excise act of March 4, 1913. This compuation embodies a compre- 
hensive statement of the legislative history of the act, a comparison 
with previous laws, and furnishes all the data for its construction as 
a statute. The index gives full references, and I trust this matter 
may be of assistance to your committee in case it wishes to consider 
the construction of particular provisions of the law. 

I very much regret that I could not have presented a concise oral 
argument, with references, addressed to concrete points, as such a 
statement would probably have been much more convenient to the 
committee than tne extensive compilation herewith, or even a com- 
pactly drafted memorandum, had there been time for the latter. 
Yours, truly, 

Alexandeb H. Bell. 
390 



Digitized by VjOOQIC 



I^riTER OF ROBERT I. AilLLER TO THE CHAIRMAN OF THE COMMIT- 
TEE TO INVESTIGATE THE EXCISE BOARD RELATIVE TO THE PRES- 
ENCE OF GEN. SMITH AT THE RACES IN SARATOGA. 

Washington, D. C, March 2, 1916. 
The Chapiman Senate Subcommittee 

Investigating the Excise Board. 
Dear Sm: I notice in the Washington Post of this morning the 
following paragraph in reference to the proceedings before your com- 
mittee yesterday:^ 

Mr. Wilson said that an attorney, Robert I. Miller, had told him Gen. Smith was at 
the races in Sarat(^ last summer with M. J. Keane and Joseph Sheehy and had lived 
at the United States Hotel. 

I am the Robert I. Miller referred to by Mr. Wilson in his testi- 
mony, and I wish to say that I have never met Mr. Wilson, have never 
in my life seen him as far as I know, and have never heard of him by 
reputation or otherwise. 

It follows, therefore, that I have never had any conversation with 
Mr. Wilson, and therefore did not tell him that I had been at Sara- 
toga on the occasion in question. If the account of Mr. Wilson's 
testimony was correctly quoted, it is inconceivable to me why he 
should volunteer such testimony having absolutely no foundation 
in fact and without the remotest semblance to truth. 

I would prefer to think that Mr. Wilson has been misquoted in the 
newspaper account of his testimony, and have no doubt that such is 
the case, but should the facts be otnerwise I am ready at any time to 
deny the statement attributed to me. 

I think it due me that this letter be made a part of the record of 
the proceedings before you and request that that be done. 
Respectfully, 

RoBT. I. Miller. 
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LETTER OF REV. EDWIN C. DINWIDDIE TO SENATOR MORRIS SHEPPARD 
RELAtlYE TO THE TESTIMONY OF LEVI COOEfi. 

Washington, D. C, March S, 1915. 
Hon. MoBBis Sh^ippabd, 

Chmrman Special Committee to Inveetigaie District (^ Colfwrnbia, 
Excise Cmdi^HiOnSj etc,, United States Senate, Washington, 

D. a 

My Deab Senator Sheppabd: It was not my origin«d intention to 
ask to say anything before or even file a statement with your com- 
mittee in relation to the matters now pending befor^ you. The com- 
mittee happens to be composed of live lawyers, all of whom are 
better prepared to construe the so-called Jones- Works law than I Mn, 
and you will have doubtless heard from many people representing 
both sides of the temperance controversy in the District, so that afl 
possible light will have been thrown on the subject before your 
mquiry is concluded. 

However, at the hearing Monday afternoon, March 1, Mr. Levi 
Cooke, the representative of the distillers and wholesale liquor dealers 
of the country, made an extended statement before your committee 
which was largely a defense of the trade he represents and, as was 
frankly admitted by him, was chiefly made for its bearing upon the 
temperance situation in the District of Columbia and throughout the 
country at large. I do not ask to reply to this statement in extenso, 
but in view of what Mr. Cooke said concerning the law-abiding 
character of the licjuor trade in general and in the District of Colum- 
bia in particular, it has occurred to me that a statement from one 
of the best qualified men to speak on this subject would not be out 
of place in the record of your committee's proceedings. 

I therefore submit to you herewith a copy of a letter from Maj. 
Dan Morgan Smith, who for some years was the general counsel for 
the Model License League, addressed to Mr. John H. Lyle, of the 
Englewood (111.) Law and Order League. The letter follows a brief 
paragraph or two from a newspai)er article containing it. ' 

Maj. Dan Smith Leaves the Model License League and Tells Why — 
"Prohibition Prohibits and Regulation is a Myth." 

Dan Mor^n Smith was formerly general council for the Model License Lea^e. 
He made his last wet speech two years ago in West Virginia. His change of view 
on the subject of prohibition has not come suddenly. After his experience in three 
different States, in trying to make good the liquor interests' promises to the voters 
for model license laws, he was forced to the conclusion that those interests do not 
want improved saloon conditions. 

Mr. Smith was of the honest belief that his model license measures would solve 
the liquor problem. The following is a letter he recently wrote to John H. Lyle, 
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EXCISE BOARD OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. 893 

superintendent of the Englewood Law and Order League, in which he relates his 
experience with the Model License League: 

Law Office of Dan Mobgan Smith, Ashland Block, 

Chicago, January 15, 1915, 
Hon. John H. Lyle, 

Chicago, 
I^AB Sib : Your evident surprise at the criticism I made of the liquor forces 
in our recent conversation at Springfield, as well as my desire to mal^e very 
plain my exact views on the subject, prompts me to write this letter. 

As long ago as August or September, 1911, while I was general counsel of the 
National Model License League, I wrote an article for a religious paper pub- 
lished In Columbus, Ohio, on " What Is Temperance," commencing ; 
" Drunkenness is abhorrent. 
Intemperance is deplorable. 
Its attendant evils regrettable. 
Therefore I seek a remedy." 

This article was widely reprinted in the States and in Europe, for it was 
probably the frankest admission of the evils of strong drink ever i)ublicly made 
by a paid advocate of the liquor interests. 

In this article I advanced the theory that "Regulation that regulates is 
preferable to prohibition that does not prohibit " — a theory that I am now con- 
vinced can never be tested, for the liquor interests have consistently thwarted 
"Regulation that regulates," and in Kansas prohibition prohibits. 

The voters in at least three States have demonstrated that they, too, have lost 
faith in the promises of the liquor interests to pass proper regulating laws. 

As general counsel of the National Model License Lea^e, I was one of two princi- 
pal speakers against the State- wide prohibition bill pending in Virginia. I adaressed 
the joint meeting of the senate and house and with the full authority of my employers 
promised the aid of the liquor interests in the passage of a law that would regulate. 
The bill was defeated, but the law was never introduced — the promise was broken, 
and now Virginia is dry. 

I stumped the State of West Virginia, promising that a law would be passed that 
would "take the liquor interests out of politics and the lawbreaker out oi the liquor 
business." The voters believed us, the State voted wet, and again the promise was 
broken. Two years ago I made in West Virginia the last speech I ever made for the 
wets, the same conditions that we promised to cure obtained, the same gambling 
houses were run by the same saloon keepers, over the same saloons; the same men 
were in the same maimer defying the same laws of men, the laws of decency, and the 
laws of God. The liq[Uor interests had failed to help pass "Regulation that regu- 
lates," and West Virginia went dry. 

In 1910 I spoke all over Oregon, and, as did the other speakers on the wet side, I 
promised a law that would force the saloon keeper to law obedience or force him out 
of the saloon business. Oregon went wet by over 10,000. I drafted the model 
license, as promised, but the very interests that promised it refused or failed to pass 
it, and now Oregon is dry. The voters lost faith in the promise of the liquor interests, 
even as I have lost faith. 

With the approval of my former employers, I have advocated the passage of a 
model license law in the press of every State of the Union. On their behalf I made 
speeches favoring or promising its passage in Alabama, California, Colorado, Florida, 
Georgia, Indiana, Illinois, Iowa, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maryland, Michigan, Minne- 
sota, Missouri, Nevada, New York, Oklahoma, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Tennessee, 
Utah, Virginia, West Virginia, Wisconsin, and Washington; but there is not a 
model license law in the statutes of any State in the Union. Is it insincerity or 
inability? It matters little, for unless a prescription is filled it can never effect 
a cure. 

The liquor Interests may be divided into three classes : First, those who truly 
desire reform for the sake of their consciences. Second, those who are willing 
to accept reform because they have heard the mandate of his majesty, the con- 
scientious voter, " Clean up or clear out." Third, those who will thwart real 
reform because they are too brainless to see the need of it, too arrogant to yield 
to it, too lawless to wish it, and too powerful to have it thrust upon them. As 
they will not reform they must be eliminated. 

It having been demonstrated to my entire satisfaction that " regulation that 
regulates " will never be, and that " prohibition that prohibits " is, oipon what 
theory could I now defend the liquor interests? 

Personal liberty ? No, for while personal liberty is a splendid thing to advocate 
when ttie speaker desires " loud and continued applause," no thinking man ever 
mistakes license for liberty. Liberty may be defined as the greatest possible free- 
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dom of the individual, consistent with the rights of others, and the rights of otheis 
can not be evaded, for there is no person so lowlv, so lonely, but that his example 
exerts some measure of influence upon others. If the State has the right to incarce- 
rate a tramp because he chooses to loaf instead of work, it has the n^ht to take away 
from him that which will, if Used immoderately, make a loafer of him. If the Gov- 
ernment has a right to save the Chinese from the effects of opium by so restricting its 
sale as to make it in fact impossible to lawfully procure it, that same Government has 
the right to prevent its citizens from the evils of liquor by forbidding its manufacture. 
Can I defend it upon the foolish plea of what shall become of the saloon keeper 
and his help? No, for thanks be, I have always had the sense to know that the 
voters did not care what become of them, even if they have to go to work. But how 
about economic reasons? I never urged economic grounds for voting wet. I always 
insisted that neither taxation nor the sale of min, neither the possibility of the tem- 

Sorary loss of ri^nts nor the loss of surrounding trade should or could (Hrevent the 
ecent man from voting as his conscience dictated. And, too, the logical spestker 
hesitates to prove such losses. 

The Bible argument? It is true that the Bible says ''Take a little wine for thy 
stomach's sake, and for thine often infirmities,'' and many passages of the Bible 
seem to prove that Christ made and used wine; but I had to abandon that line of 
argument for the public resented the use of the Bible in that connection, and, too, 
there is reason to believe that if He were on earth again He would treat the saloon 
keeper as he did the money chancers. 

, I do not know why He made wme nor why He drank it; neither do I know why 
He made the stunted oak amid the tall trees of the forest nor why He comforts the 
disconsolate widow when he could have saved her husband for her arms. 1 do not 
know. I can not understand why He carpets the earth with the beautiful but cruel 
snow instead of the lovely violet. His ways are beyond my finite mind, but I do 
know that I am my brother's keeper, for He said so. I do know that He gave us 
intellect above the beast, that we might use it to promote happiness on eioth and 
eternal salvation. No, I can never again quote the word of the Lord Jesus Christ for 
the preservation of the liquor interests, for He has consigned the drunkard to 
damnation and the hypocrite to hell. I will neither be one or the other. 

And so fails me each argument that once seemed so plausible, for the foundation 
of my faith and the comer stone of my arguments was the success of regulation and 
the failure of prohibition; and with the failure of resplation and the success of pro- 
hibition, my faith is gone and my comer stone displaced; my structure has fallen, 
and it remains for me to help build another, founded on a new faith with a comer 
stone as enduring as truth, and that faith shall be called temperance and the comer 
stone shall be annihilation. 

This is no new resolution. I made my last speech for them over two years ago. 
I* shall never make another on their behalf. I am through with the wet side. My 
intelligence insists upon it. My conscience demands it. 

I am, my dear sir. 

Yours, very truly, Dan Morgan Smith. 

Trusting that you will extend the courtesy of incorporating this 
article in the printed hearings before your committee, I remain, 
Very sincerely, yours, 

Edwin C. Dinwiddie, 
Legislative Superintendent. 
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LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL. 



LETTER OF THE PRESIDENT OF THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 
OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA TO SENATOR MORRIS SHEPPARD 
TRANSMITTING MEASUREMENTS TO CERTAIN SALOONS IN THE 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBU. 

[These mastrations are famished pursuant to the request of the diairman of the committee printed on 

page 22.] 

Office Commissionebs of the District of Columbia, 

WashingtoUj March 2, 1916. 
Hon. MoBBis Sheppabd, 

United States Senate. 

My Deab Senatob Sheppabd: In compliance with the request 

contained in your letter of February 22, 1915, addressed to Mr. M. C. 

Hazen, District surveyor, requesting that official to measure the 

distances in feet between the saloons and houses of reUgious worship, 

{)ubUc schoolhouses, colleges, and universities mentioned in said 
etter, following the shortest course a person may walk from entrance 
to entrance over a pubhc right of way, the comijiissioners have the 
honor to forward herewith plats showing the measurements requested. 
In all cases the measurements have been made diagonally at the 
street crossings and eighteen inches from all obstructions* 
Very respectfuUy, 

BOABD OF COMMISSIONEBS, DiSTBICT OF COLUMBIA, 

By O. P. Newman, President. 
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